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Mr. Speaker: Now,  I put  to  the 
House the other amendment by  Mr. 

Raghubir Sahai.

The question is:

Then In the motion,  the following

be added at the end:

“and  having  considered  the 
same, this House is of opinion that 
there is ample  justification  for 
continuing the Act upto the speci

fied period.’’

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker: Now,  I put 
House the amended motion.

to  th?

The question is:

“That the report on the working 
of the Preventive Detention Act» 
1950, during the period 30th Sep
tember, 1952 to 30th  September, 
1953, be taken into consideration, 
and having considered the same, 
this House is of opinion that there 
is ample justification  for  conti
nuing the Act upto the  specified 

period.”

The motion was adopted

Mr. Speaker:  The House will now

proceed to the next item.

MOTION RE:  INTERNATIONAL-
SITUATION

The Prime Minister and Minister of 
External Affairs and  Defence  (Shrt 
JawaJiarlal Nehru): I beg to move: 

“That the present international 
situation and the policy  of  the 
Government of India in relation 
thereto be taken into considera
tion’’.

It has become almost the  conven
tion of this House to have a discus
sion on foreign affairs during every 
session.  I welcome ihis because  W2 
live in troubled times when difTlcult 
problems have to be faced.  Hence a 

consideration of this House on these 
matters is of the greatest  assistance 
to those who have the responsibility 
to deal with those problems.  Former
ly. I had moved some such motion as 
I have done today, and as it is wor̂ 
ed. it covers the world—every ques
tion that might arise in relation  to 
foreign affairs—and there are a multi
tude of such questions.  But I ven
ture to suggest to this House that we 
might perhaps concentrate, whenever 
We have such a discussion, on one or 
two important matters rather  than 
discuss  every  subject  that  afflicts 
I'umanity.  That would make our de
bate and our discussion a little more 
realistic and bring  those  particular 
points before all hon. Members here 
•is well as before  others who may 
listen to us outside.' I propose, there
fore, to confine my remarks to two. or

—V«The name of Shri Tulsidas Kilachand has been excluded from the Division 
Lists xmder the orders of the Speaker as the member subsequently intimated that 
he wanted to remain’ neutral
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P08sibl3̂ three, major issues  before 
U8

The compulsion of events or, if you 
iike some conspiracy of fate or cir
cumstance has forced  us to become 
actors on the world stage.  It was no 
particular desire of ours to play  a 
t>ig part in international affairs that 
thrust us to that position, but circum
stances were such that we could not 
escape that responsibility.  And year 
'̂•’ter year our responsibilities  have 

 ̂ ?rrown and we have to face these pro
blems.  They can only be  faced  if 
ihis Parliament supports  the policy 
that is being pursued,  and  if  the 
< ountry does.  May I say, in this con
nection, that sometimes  people  out- 
s‘de this country discuss with  some 
varmth the question as to how  far 
7 idia is, as they put it, assuming the 
oadership of some part of Asia, how 
f ir would I, in my capacity as the 
spokesman  of India  in  regard  to 
foreign afYairs, represent Asian  opi- 
Tiion.  Now, I do not understana inis 
<3ue.stion, nor do I understand why 
this particular matter worries people 
50 much outside.  '

So far as I am concerned, I speak 
primarily for  the Government  in 
which I am.  i speak, I think, also 
for this House which has repeatedly 
confirmed that policy, and I speak,
I think, for the great  majority  of 
people in India.  I cannot say that 
T speak for every one even in  this 
House—obviously not—for some  do 
not agree with us for this reason or 
other I cannot say I speak for every 
■one of the 360 millions of people in 
India, but I do claim that 1 speak in 
this matter, by and large, for  the 
vast majority of the people of India.

I make ntj claim to speak for any
one outside India.  I have repeatedly 
said that we do not desire what  is 
.called the position of leadership of 
Asia or anywhere else.  We do not 
believe  in that kind  of  leadershio. 
We believe Sn the co-operation  of 
nations—.big and  small.  We  have 
had far to© much leadership in this 
world! Therefore, let  there  be  no
«vi{<*4n1rA  al̂rkii-f  if  molro  rilliim

lead others, or to have any positi 

of  leadership  anywhere  We  ' 
claim to have the right to speak 1 
ourselves and to act according to o 
thoughts in this matter.

Now, there is some talk, often, 
what is called  “Asianism**.  Not 
very beautiful word, but still, I  c 

not quite know what people have  i 
their  minds  when  they  talk  < 
“Asianism”, because I am not at a 
clear what it means.  Here is  th 
mighty continent of Asia, divided u 
into great countries and small.  T 
put them together into  one baskc 
and call it “A.9ianism'’ has no mear 
ing to me. But it has a certain mear 
ing to me when I ihink along diflPei 
ent lines.  It so happens that apai 
from geography  which bringg thes 
countries neorer to each other, apar 
from the fact of contact, cultural am 
other association,  sometimes extend 
ing to two or three thousand years o 
more which naturally has brought u 
nearer to each other and made us t< 
some extent understand  each other 
there is the major fact of common ex 
perience for a long period of time foi 
these countries of Asia—common ex
perience,  common  suffering,  being 
subject to  domination  for  a  long 
period.  And this common experience 
during lh*' last two  hundred  years 
naturally brought about certain com
mon reactions which  we all know. 
Because of this long intercourse dur
ing millennia of our history and the 
history of other countries of Asia, be
cause of this common experience, es
pecially during the last few hundred 
years, or what might be called  the 
‘'colonial era” in Asia, we have drawn 
mentally, you might say  psychologi
cally and morally, nearer to one an
other.  Therefore, we can to some ex
tent understand each other  better, 
even though wc might be completely 
separated from each other by langu
age and other ways of living.  Be
cause we can understand each other’s 
reactions somewhat,  it is easier for 
us to interpret each other’s reaction̂. 
Therefore, if I venture to express an 
opinion in regard to the reactions of 
other countries, it is possible that  I
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no such common bond of understand
ing, of experience, of common suffer
ing, of common domination in strug
gles for freedom and liberty.  It  is 
only in that sense that I say that we 
are in a somewhat better position to 

express an opinion which is likely to 
be held by our neighbouring and other 
countries of Asia.  But it may not 
be so occasionally.  I do not say that 
any particular view of ours necessari
ly is the view of other Asian countries.

With that preamble I come to two 
or three subjects which I want this 
House to consider today, and as  I 
have, with all respect, suggested, the 
discussion that follows might also be 

confined to those two or three impor
tant subjects and not roam over  a 
wide tleld which normally is  the case 
when we discuss foreign affairs in this 
Houfg.

Now, one of the subjects of high im
portance is what  is  happening  in 
Korea. . It is important not only be
cause it is intrinsically  so  and  it 
might well affect peace or war in the 
world, but it is important especially 
for us because we have got tied up to 
that in a variety of ways.  We  are 
there nov in several capacities.  India 
is a member of the Repatriation Com
mission  That is one capacity.  India 
is further the Chairman of that Com
mission, and,  thirdly, India  is  in 
charge of the custody of the prisoners 
of war.

Now, in regard to the first,  there 
are others too who are members of 
the Repatriation Commission, but the 
other two capacities,  that of  being 
Chairman and of having custody  of 
the prisoners of war are our responsi
bility alone and it is a difficult res
ponsibility, as hon.  members must 
know,  if they have followed the his
tory of the last ninety days.  Ninety 
days—they end today.  Today, there
fore. is a turning point, in a sense, in 
these developments in Korea.

If I may remind the House of some 
dates, first of all this  Repatriation 
Commission was formed with the ob

ject of assisting,  providing  every 
facility to the prisoners of war to de
cide what they were going to do, whe

ther they wanted to go to their home
lands, or N̂hether they did not want 
to go there.  The House will remem
ber that lur a lont; time, for over  a 
year, this point which appears to  be 

simple enough, was argued again and 
again.  Ultimately a resolution  was 
adopted in the United Nations, a re
solution which followed very largely a 
motion put forward on behalf of India 
last year, and then finally on the basis 
of that resolution and other factors 
the two Commands in Korea came to 
an agreement.  In the terms of  the 
agreement, among other things  was- 
this Repatriation Commission, of which 
India became the Chairman.  Now,  I 
repeat, the object of this Repatriation 
Commission was to give time and op

portunity and facilities to those pri
soners of war to decide  what  they 
wanted to do.  Normally, of course,— 
previously, I think, such questions dicT 
not arise—the prisoners of war went 
back to their homelands automatically 
when there was a truce, or armistice 
or peace.  But,  undoubtedly,  some 
difficulties  arose  on this  occasion. 
The mere fact that they argued about 
it for a year shows that there were 
difficulties.  Ultimately this way out 
was found.

The object of the Repatriation Com
mission as I have already said,  was 
to decide this matter,  and a certain 
time table was laid down. For ninety 
days facilities were to be given  to 
these prisoners of war to hear expla
nations £ nd then they  could decide.

Then it was said in the succeeding 
thirty days—those who decided to go 
back home of course went back during 
this explanation period—those who re
mained over were to be considered by 
a Political Conference which, it was 
hoped, would take shape and̂orm be
fore that period.  The Political Con
ference was a very important par! 
of this agreement, not only in regard 
to the prisoners of war but in regard 
to various other very important mat
ters.
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So thirty days for the Political Con
ference  to  consider  this;  another 
thirty days, if I may say so, to wind 
up things.  So ninety plus thirty, that 
is 120 days, and then another thirty, 
making it 150 days in all.

According to the terms of the agree
ment this programme was laid down. 
The,ninety days are over Just  today. 
But in the course of these ninety days 
many things that were intended have 
not happened, and hence the difficulty. 
The ninety days were provided  for 
explanations.  Well, the  explanations 
did not even begin at the time when 
they ought to have begun.  I forgot 
the exact number of days, but maybe 
nearly twenty days or there abouts pass
ed before the explanations began. So 
twenty days or so were wasted out of 
the ninety, merely waiting for accom
modation  to be constructed or hut«? 
to be made or facilities to be provided. 
So thît time went.

Then,  when explanations  started 
actually, again, all manner of difficul
ties arose.  This is public knowledge, 
I need not repeat it, how these expla
nations started and went on for two 

or three days, then stopped, there was 
a deadlock, and then something else 
happened'.  All kinds  of  difficulties 
arose.  The result is that during these 
ninety days only a very small part of 
that period has been utilised for those 
explanations.  And the period is over.

Now demands bave been made that 
this period should be extended, tor 
two reasons one, because the actual ex
planations started,  not on the date 
fixed but later, twenty days  or  so 
later; secondly, because of the other 
difficulties which have prevented the 
explanations from taking place.

Now, there  are  two  view-points 
about that, as about most other mat
ters connected with Korea.  One  is 
that a rigid time-table was given, the 
time-table is up and  therefore  we 
cannot extend it by a day or minute. 
That is one view-point.  The other is, 
surely the whole purpose of this busi
ness was to achieve some result, not 
to follow some paper time-table, and
•A ___ ___1-1____ ______IX 1___  _

certain extension (and more particu 
larly because the period of explana* 
tion& did not begin when it ought t«. 
have begun), it is reasonable to giv< 
more time.  These are the two view
points.

I should have thought that if expla
nations could take place  and bring 

results there should be  no difficulty 
in extending the period so as to finish 
that.  Of course there is no point In 
extending the period if  thereby you 
merely extend  the  deadlock;  then 
there is no point in it.  But if there 

was a chance of really getting  this 
thing through, then there should bo 
no difficulty and no great objection to 
extending it. I can understand the ob
jection of keeping these prisoners  of 
war indefinitely  in  detention.  That 
would be wrong and improper.  Bat 
if a question of a few weeks this way 
or that would solve this question more 
satisfactorily, then, surely it seems to 
me a very rigid, legalistic and rather 

narrow-minded interpretation to insist 
on that pound of flesh, if I may call 
it so.

The other difficulty arises, that the 
second period of thirty days has now 
commenced, or commences  from  to
morrow.  This was the period  when 
the Political Conference had to meet 
and decide these matters.  Well, there 
is no  Political  Conference.  It  has 
not been formed yet, much less meet
ing. And nobody quite knows whether 
it is likely to take shape.  I still hope 
and if I may say so, partly cxjKCteven* 
that ultimately it (the Political Con
ference) will take shape.  Neverthe

less it is not there now.

Who is then to consider the fate of 
these prisoners of war who have not 
gone home?  The Political Conference 
had' to do so.  It is not there. So, ob
viously, something that was an essen
tial part of the agreement between the 
two commands has not taken shape. 
There is a big breach in it.  How is 

it to be covered up?

It is a difficult question, and there 
have been various answer* and vari-
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in regard to this.  And people argue 
sometimes  in a strictly  legal  way, 
sometimes in other ways. On my part, 

if I may say so, I cannot and I do not 
propose in this matter to give inter
pretations of this agreement.  But  I 
am simply putting before the House 
some broad approaches to this  prob
lem.

If two parties make an agreement 

and if diflRculties arise in the carrying 
out of that agreement, then obviously 

it is up to the two parties concerned-- 
in this (̂•ase the two  commands—to 
consider that matter and to vary that 
agreement or come to a fresh agreo- 
:r.ent.  Because  otherwise something 
that was intended has not taken place 
and I see no other way out.  To pre
sume that something will happen auto
matically in spite  of the fact  that 
various important  factors  of  that 
agreement have not been given effect 
to. seems to me not quite a correct 
approach—̂this automatic  happening. 
What should happen is a fresh consi
deration by the parties concerned  to 
this problem, and then, let us hope, a 
fresh way of approach or a variation 
of the existing agreement to suit the 
circumstances.  That will be a right 
thing.  Now in this matter, after the 

thirty days—after the Political  Con
ference period—comes the next thirty 
days during which period, according 
to the terms, the Indian  Custodian 
Force can remain there.  In fact it is 
its duty to remain there to dispose of 
certain other matters.  After the end 
of the ISO days, according, again, to 
the terms of the agreement, the Indian 
Force there has no business to conti
nue remaining there unless,  again, 
there Is an agreement by the parties 
concerned.  According to that agree
ment it may or may not stay, because 
It is a question of their agreement plus 
our agreement too.  Now that is the 
position.

Our view-point in' these matters has 
been that while, of course, agreements 
should be given a correct interpreta
tion, nevertheless the main objective

should always be kept in view, the 
main objective being—well, ultimately 
a settlement, but primarily minor set

tlements leading to a  major settlê 
ment—̂immediately the settlejuent of 
this question of prisoner.̂ of wai. Ima

gine if, as appears to be the case now, 
large numbers of prisoners of war had 

not thus far been given a chance" of 
explanation or, you may like to put 
it, they have not gone through that 
process, they remain ever, what has to 
be done with them? It is not p,n easy 

ma ter to be decided even by interpret
ing this agreement because the agree
ment presumes that some processes will 
take place before the  final decision 
was taken.  Those  preliminary  pro
cesses have not taken place.  What is 
going to happen?  If you say that on 
a certain date, that is on the 120th 
day, 23rd January or so, according to 
the terms of the agreement, these pri
soners of war revert, or whatever the 
word is, to civilian status, whatever 
that may mean exactly, what is going 
to happen overnight between 23rd De
cember and  23rd  January?  There 
are 20 or 25,000 persons.  We  may 
perhaps, if that is the decision, simp
ly withdraw our Custodian Force.  Or, 
do We push the prisoners out of this 
camp where they are, which is a de
militarised neutral area, or do we hand 
them over to somebody?  All kinds of 
extraordinary and  difficult questions 
arise.  It is not a simple matter even 
apart  from  the principles  involved.

So,  because of these diffl'.'Ult  ques
tions,  we thought thar it \v.\s  right,
and the duty of the United Nations 
General Assembly, to consider them. 
The UN is, in a sense,  a party to 
this dispute.  It is the UN Command 
which is one of the Commands  and 
the other is the Northern Command: 
that is true.  Nevertheless the UN is 
much more than a party to this dis
pute.  Anyhow,  there is no  other
forum to consider it.  It would  be
right for the UN General Assembly 
to consider this matter and try  to 
find some way out, or make some sug- 
gesticHis or proposals  to that end. 
This matter was raised there.  But,
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just at that time, it was not consi
dered suitable  time to have some 
such  discussion.  Therefore,  the
House will remember,  the  United 
Nations General Assembly has reces
sed.  It can be called back at any 

moment, with the consent, of course, 
of the majority  of  the  members. 

They  have  fixed  the  date  9th
February, to meet.  But, it may  be 
called back earlier  under  certain 
conditions that they have laid down. 
It is of the greatest importance that 
these developments in Korea should 

not take place, as some people ima
gine, automatically and the  matter 
should not be merely a matter for 
the military commanders  to  deal
with, but that the United  Nations 
[General Assemlbly dhould apply its 
mind and wisdom to the solution of 
this problem in so far as it can.

There is one other aspect which  I 
should like fo Put before this House. 
The period of explanations  is over 
today, unless  it  is  extended,  of 
course, I should have thought that it 
was a reasonable thing to extend it, 
even if one could not be sure that it 
would  happen—anyhow—a , reason
able risk if you like to so call it— 
for a short time if that will produce 
results.  Let us presume that the time 
is not extended and the explanations 
end today. The duty and responsibility 
of the Custodian Force continues for 
the next month completely and  the 
duty and responsibility  of the Re
patriation  Commission  continues. 
That is to say, even after the end of 
these 90 days, it is the Commission’s 
business to give every facility to the 
remaining prisoners  to make their 
choice.  The prisoners will not have 
the advantage—or disadvantage,  or 
whatever it is, as you like to call it 
—of  listening  to  explanations. 
Nevertheless,  they  can make  their 
choice even now.  It is the Commis
sion’s duty to give them these facili
ties directly without the intervention 
of any explainers, so that, if  any 
prisoners of war want to go home, 
they can tell the Commission so and 
they will have to send them home. 
That is a possibility.  I say this, be
cause. a large number of these pri- 

665 P.S.D.

sonjers of war ’have  rtpt âd the 
chance given to them yet to meet the 
Commission.  They have  not come 
up. A few thousands came.  Some of 
them elected to go home:  a small
number; many of them did not.  But, 
several thousands, I do not  know 
what the number is, about two-thirds, 
have not even had that chance.  It 
is a responsibility that if the Com
mission gave them  adequate  facili
ties, they would also be given  that 
chance though without the benefit of 
explanations.

This is a matter dealt with by the 
Repatriation  Commission.  The Re
patriation Commission, as the House 
knows, is constituted in a special way 

and India is supposed to be the neu
tral Chairman of it:  I repeat, India.
General Thimayya functions there on 
our behalf.  General  Thimayya  is 
not the Chairman in his  personal 

capacity.  India is the Chairman  of 
that Commission and therefore, the 
responsibility for this falls on India, 
not on merely General  Thimayya, 
who has performed this very very 
difRcult work with considerable abili
ty and patience.  We have to shoul
der this responsibility.  At the same 
time, we have tried not to interfere 
in this matter during these interven
ing stages. At some stage or other, 
it may be necessary for us tg express 
our opinion definitely as the Govern
ment of India.  At some stage,  at 
the proper time and the proper place, 
we shall no doubt do so.  But,  we 
have not thought it desirable or pro
per to intervene or interfere, in any 
sense, with the proceedings  there. 
We understand that the Commission 
propose very soon to make a  report 
to the two Commfinds about this  90 
days* period, point out the difficulties 
that they have had, how they  have 
been unable to discharge fully  the 
responsibility that  was cast  upon 
them and ask them to vary the old 
agreement or come to some agree
ment or express their opinion as  to 
what should be done.  It would be an 
easy matter, of course, if the two 
commands agree to any  course  of 
action.  There would be nd difficulty 
either for the Commission or for us.
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Difficulties arise when the two Com
mands do  not  agree.  Difficulties 

might arise within  the Commission 
too.  If the Commission is not of any 

unanimous opinion, the burden of de
cision then falls on  the Chairman. 
That is the present position.  I hope 
that even at this stage, it may  be 

possible for the two Commands  to 
come to some agreement as to how to 
proceed now, whether to extend this 
period somewhat  or in any  other 
way, so that we might get out of this 
deadlock and might not have to face 
all kinds of intricate and  difficult 
problems a month  hence or  later. 
Possibly, the United Nations General 
Assembly will meet either on the 9th 
February as they have fixed up or, 
if necessity arises, it may be sooner. 
And, no doubt, there  as  well  as 
earlier, the  Government  of India’s 
views in regard to all these matters 
will be expressed fully.

3 P.M.

At the present moment, I expect in 
the course of a very short period— 
two or three days perhaps—̂that the 
Commission will present their report 
I0 the two Commands.  That is In- 
80 far as this Korean  question  is 

concerned.

The second question I wish to deal 
with is, the proposals or the talks In 
regard to the giving of military  aid 
by the United States to  Pakistan. 
Now, this  question  has  naturally 
aroused a great deal of Interest  In 
India, and not only In India, but all 
over Asia, and, If I may say so, In 
countries outside  Asia  also.  Any
thing of this kind that may happen 
in a neighbouring country, whatever 
that neighbouring country might be, 
would be of great Interest and con
cern to us.  Having  said  that,  I 
should like to add that I do not view 
this matter, and I do not want  this 
Houae or this country to liock  at 
it. in an alarmist way, for a variety 
of reasons.  First of all,  I do  not 
want this House  to consider  any 
matter in an alarmist way, whatever

it be.  We have been used to many 
ups and downs in the course of even 
our recent history—in  the present 
generation—and we do not, I hope, 
easily get perturbed by any develop
ments.

Now, it is not such from the point 
of its reaction—direct  reaction—on 
India, which of course is  obvious, 
that I would like this House to consi
der this matter, but from a larger 
point of view.  May I say that it is 
rather difficult for me or any of us 
to know exactly what has happened 
or what is happening?  There have 
been so many statements,  on  this 
subject by men in authority and  in 
high position, both in Pakistan and 
in the United States of America, that 
one would have  thought that IViU 
light had been thrown on it.  As  a 
matter of fact, the effect of all these 
statements, taken together, is to dar
ken the’ atmosphere rather than  to 
throw light.  They do not quite fit In 
with each other.  But for my part, I 
am perfectly prepared to, and I  do 
accept, the statement of the Trime 
Minister of Pakistan in regard to this 
matter.  He has stated that there is 
no talk of any American bases being 
established in Pakistan, nor of  any 
military alliance  between the  two 
countries, but that there have been 
talks—formal  or  Informal—about 
military aid being given to Pakistan. 
Let us take it at that and no more.

The first thought that occurs to me 
is this.  When I think of any mili
tary aid freely given from a country 
of the West, or any country, to  a 
country of the East, the past history 
of Asia comes up before me, the his
tory of the last three or four hundred 
years, the history of colonial domina
tion gradually creeping In here  and 
establishing itself.  Then I see in the 
present period in which we live, after 
all these three or four hundred years 
of  subjection  and  domination  by 
others, the countries of Asia freeing 
themselves  and becoming  indepen
dent nations; and then  I see some 
development being thought of which 
seems to me to reverse this process
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of liberation and  freedom of Asia, 
which again brings to my mind that 
period when foreign armies came to 
Asia.  They came in small numbers, 
they grew.  They utilised our  own 
people whom they trained  for the 
purpose.

Now, I do not like that  thought. 
This may not be applicable in  the 

present circumstances,  because  you 
cannot repeat history,  but  the ana
logy is  not a very distant  one.  I 
remember how, even in our country, 
our own people were made into sol
diers serving foreign masters;  how 
they were sent to other countries to 
help in enslaving other people.  Now,
I do not like it.  I react very strong
ly against anything that brings back 
that old process even though it may 
■be in a small measure.  It is a  bad 
thing.  So far as I am concerned— 
and I have not a shadow of a doubt 
that I speak in this particular matter 
for every single  Member  of  this
House—we will  not  tolerate  any
foreign soldiers now.  We want  rro 
protection  from others.  We  want 
comrades, we want  colleagues,  we 
want friends, and we * have  worked 
for the friendship of other countries. 
But we do not want any people  to 
protect us with their  Armies  and
Navies and Air Forces.  Because we 
know by long and bitter experience 
that such protection becomes  some
thing else later.

Shri Algu Rai Shastrf (Azamgarh 
Distt.—East cum  Ballia  Distt.— 
West): And degrading too 1

Shri Jawatarlal  Nehm:  Because

even the act of asking for that pro
tection, seeking it, disables us, makes 
us weak and feeble and dependent 
upon others.  If India is going  to 
survive,  India will survive by her 
strength ahd self-confidence, not by 
relying on others.  Our own struggle 
for freedom has taught us one or two 
things.  We sought the  goodwill  of 
others, and we seek the goodwill of 
others, and we shall continue to seek 
that goodwill.  But we are not going 
to ask any country to defend mb with 
its armed) forces,—̂ whether we  have 
enough or not, I do not know—if a 
contingency like that  arises.  But,

perhaps, we have  something  else 
which might stand us in good stead, 
and that is the spirit of man.  But It 
is a dangerous thing if, in  relying 
upon others, we lose that spirit.  If 
India loses her soul, what will it pro
fit her who defends her, who plays 
about her?

Now, if that is our attitude in  re
gard to India, in regard to our  own 
country,  I should have liked  this 
attitude also to be that of our neigh
bouring countries, of all countries of 
Asia, not only India.  And I say that 
about Pakistan in all friendliness. We 
have had many troubles, many con
flicts with Pakistan, and some conti
nue.  We have found it diflflcult  to 
resolve them.  Nevertheless, whether 
the conflict has continued or not, it 
has been our firm policy, and I  do 
submit that is the only logical and 
reasonable policy for our country to 
have to work for friendly relations 
with  Pakistan,  because  I  see  no 
future, no good future, for India  or 
Pakistan except on the  basis and 
foundation of friendly relations.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri:  But, how,
Sir, under such circumstances?

Shri Jawataarlal Nehru:  Now, that
being so, if I react in this way, it is 
not for lack of friendly feeling for 
Pakistan, but rather as 1 would react 
to something happening to a friendly 
nation which I greatly regret, some
thing, which will not, as I said, prove 
security and strength  to Pakistan, 
but will weaken her in the real mat
ters in which national strength lies.
I entirely accept,  as  I  said,  the 
Prime Minister of Pakistan’s  state
ment that there are no bases given, 
that there is no military alliance. But 
once you permit military aid freely 
Qpming )in like this, it  inevitably 
brtngs about certain  conaequences. 
And for the moment,  I would  say 
that it does not matter, what the 
quantum of that aid  is,—little  or 
more, it does matter in a sense, but 
—essentially, it does not matter, be
cause once that t3rpe of aid comes in, 
it has made a qualitative difference 
to the situation.  I say that I accept 
the Prime  Minister  of  Pakistan’s
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statement that there  are no bases. 
But when military aid comes Tn, the 

whole country becomes a base, not a 
question of an odd base here and an 
odd base there, but the whole coun
try can be utilised for other purposes 
laid  down  by  other countries  and 
other people.  Therefore, it is a dan
gerous step to take,  dangerous for 
many countries, for us, for Pakistan, 
and more especially for Pakistan.  I 
do submit that such a step, instead 
of giving security to Pakistan, actual
ly hampers the work for peace.

What has been our policy in India?
I have often stated  it in varying 
terms and language  here  in  this 
House.  I am talking about our basic 
international policy.  I have said, we 
want friendship with  all countries. 
Wo work for peace in so far as we can. 
We have no pretensions about our 
strength to do this or that.  We are a 
country struggling, after independence, 
to consolidate oursêlves, to strengthen 
ourselves economically, politically and 
in other ways.  We are not strong 
enough to play fast and loose with 
other countries.  So when I say we 
work for peace, I do not mean that we 
make a very mighty difference to the 
world’s history, and it was not in a 
spirit of boastfulness that we said so. 
But we did work for peace, and we 
passionately sought peace, and seek 
peace, because we think, both from 
our point of view and the  world’s, 
that  it  is essential.  Therefore,  in 
so far as we can, we have to throw our 
weight for the avoidance of war, and 
the search of peace.  And naturally, 
because we thought  that it was 0 
right Dolicy too, more especially, for 
our neighbour countries, our friends 
round  about  us.  And  on  many 
matters, as this House  knows,  we 
have co-operated with them,  either 
here or in the United Nations.

A kind of group arose there, called 
the Asian-Mrican group; there was 
no compulsion in it, but there was a 
good deal of friendly co-operation in 
that group, and we welcomed that,— 
we welcome this co-operation in other 
ways too—and we found that these

other neighbour countries of ours, and 
often, I may say, Pakistan also, co
operated in that group.  So, in these 
larger measures, we found that these 

neighbour countries of ours more or 
less thought alike with us.  Why? 
Not because we were  leaders  and 

they were followers, but because they 
were conditioned in the same way as 
we were conditioned by our past his
tory and events and other things.  It 
may be, of course, that the pressure 
of events may force  them  to  da 
something else.  That is a different 
matter.  Some pressure of this  or 
some pressure of that, when applied 
to them, may make thepn function ut 
a different way.  But they  reacted 
in the same way,  and it was our 
hope—and it is our hope—that thus 
there would be an evergrowing area 
where war will not take place, even 
if the catastrophe and misfortune  of 
war comes  some  parts of  the 
world.

People talked about a third force 
and all that.  I venture to point out 
that It has no meaning, and no logic, 
there is no force in it, you may have 
the third force or the fourth force, 
but it is no force, because it is all 
created out of nothing.  But I do say, 
that it is desirable to have an area 
where peace might, perhaps, subsist, 
even if war was declared. That would 
be good, of course, to the countries 
there, but ivould be  good for the 
world too, because that area  would 

exercise  some  Influence,  when  a 
crisis came, on avoidance  of  war. 
Also, if by some mischance, war came 
with all its terror, if a large area is 
outside the scope, it may play a use
ful role, even afterwards, in bringinî 

about peace.

Now, I want this House to consider 
this fact, namely, if. in the world, 
there was no country left, which was 
not lined up with this big group  of 
powers or that big group, i.e., there 
wa«i a perfect and absolute division 
into these two groups, all over the 
world, whether that will be a factor 
conducive to peace or war.  I say de
finitely that if that is so, war woulr̂



2981 Motion re: 23 DECEMBER 1953 International Situation 2982

be terribly near, and war would take 
place.  The mere fact of a mimber of 
countries, even though  they might 
not be militarily powerful or flnanri- 
ally strong—that do not accept  the 
inevitability of war, do not want to 
do anything which helps war, do not, 
if I may say so, with all respect, talk 
about security and peace, in terms 01’ 
heavier and heavier armaments, will 
act as a brake;  if there are  such 
countries, they are, in some measure, 
a brake on war.  Therefore,  those 
people who seek peace, who welcome 
the idea that certain parts on  the 
world’s surface do not want war, and 
do not propose to go in for war. even 
though others go in for it,  should 
have welcomed our policy.  But any
how, whether they welcomed it  or 
not, this was a policy which can  be 
understood and appreciated by  our 
neighbour countries  in Asia.  They 
did appreciate it.  If it is so, if mili
tary aid comes from the United States 
of) America to Pakistan,  obviously 
there is a breach in that peace area, 
it is not an insurance of peace that 
it brings about, but  it lessens the 
chances of peace, undoubtedly—and I 
have no doubt in my mind.

To talk of security, in this connec
tion, seems to me to look at the pic
ture from the wrong end completely. 
Now, our friends in Pakistan  have 
protested against what  I have said 
and what some of our Indian news
papers have said about this  matter. 
As a matter of fact, this question was 
first mentioned by me—maybe,  tvto 
months ago or less, I forget.........

Dr. Lanka Sundaram (Visakhapat- 
nam):  On the 15th of  November,

1953.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehni:  I  fhink
just before this House met. at a Press 
Conference, I mentioned it, when  I 
was asked a question.  It was 
tioned by me, because the American 
press was full of it, not  the Indian 
press, but the American  press  was 
full of it, not vaguely, but in  some 
detail, not merely military aid,  but 
there was plenty of discussion  and 
maps and charts about bases and all 
that, and discussion of an army of a

million men being raised in Pakistan 
under the sponsorship of the Ameri
can aid programme.  I had not seen 
any criticism from Pakistan, of  tlie 

American press, which had been in
dulging in these—let  us hope—wild 
stories.

But look at the reactions of Asian 
countries.  I do not know how far 

fion. Members have read these reac
tions of the Press of many countries 
in Western Asia, in South or South
East Asia.  Almost in every country, 
almost without exception, these rê 
ports of military aid etc. coming to 
Pakistan from the United States of 
America have been viewed with con
cern, and they have all, in a  friend
ly way, advised Pakistan not to enter 
into any such agreement, because of 
the  obvious  consequences that flow 
from it.  Now, Pakistan is an inde
pendent country, and  as an  inde
pendent country, it can do what it 
chooses.  It is not for me or îiiyone 
else to limit its independence.  But 
just as I cannot limit Pakistan’s in
dependence, in this or any other mat
ter, I cannot limit my independence 

to deal with the matter or to refer 
to the matter when it has such large 
consequences.  In  every  country—I 
say it is an interesting  factor—̂ whe- 
ther it is our neighbour Ceylon  or 
even Indonesia or Burma or Irnq  or 
Egypt or...............

An Hon. Member:  Malaya.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru;  Or oiher 
countries—i am only speaking of the 
countries whose Press I have read; 
others I do not know, I cannot read 
all the newspapers  of Asia—but  I 
have been surprised, and pleasantly 
surprised,  if I may say so, at t'̂c 
common reaction in almost all thêe 
countries.  And  those  countries— 
mind you are friendly to  Pakistan, 
very friendly; there is no question of 
any hostility to Pakistan.  But they 
sense the danger of this thing; they 
sense the danger, even ag we sense 
the danger to Asia, by this return of 
the tide if I may say so—of Europe 
or America using armies even for the 
defence of these countries.  So that 
is the position. That is why we have
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drawn the attention of the Pakistan 
Government to thig matter.  Because 
1 would have thought, as a matter of 
fact, that in a matter of such an im
port, in such a matter, it would have 
been desirable for the Pakistan Gov

ernment even previously  to keep us 
informed of what they were doing— 
whether or not they accept our ad
vice—because it is a matter  which 

concerns  neighbour  countries.  But 
if they did not do so, it would  be 
utterly wrong for us not to inform 
the Pakistan Government of our reac
tions, and all the possible consequen
ces of that action. Therefore, in all 
friendliness, and at the same time, in 

all firmness, we  have  pointed  out 
these consequences.

Now, look at  another aspect  of
this question.  Obviously  if military
aid comes to  Pakistan  from  the ‘
United States of America,  it upsets 
all kinds of balances,  the present, 
existing equilibrium  and  all that. 
Now, we have been considering many 
questions with Pakistan in the past, 
gradually—rather warily—going step 
by step forward towards some agree
ment on this issue  or  that  issue. 
Now. all those questions were consi
dered in a particular context which 
existed then, and which exists—if you 
like—even today.  Now all that con- 
texlt changes; all that  background! 
and context change when one of the 
greatest Powers of the world spon- 
sorg military aid to Pakistan.  And 
again. I say it is a matter of little 
consequence how much that aid is; 
it is the sponsoring of aid that makes 
all the difference in the world.

Shri Algu Rat Shastri:  Why  are

they doing so?

Shri Jawaharlal  Nehru: So  the
whole context of  our  considering 
these problems had changed, and  I 
want the House to realise 11.  Take 
the Kashmir  problem.  We  came— 
only two or three months back we 
canie—to  certain  preliminary  agree- 
TYients with the Prime Minister  of 
J>akistan, when he came here in the 
uêond half of August last.

Now We came to those agreements 
on the basis of a certain  existing

situation—i want to adhere to those 

agreements, and I am sure that the 
Prince Minister of Pakistan wants to 
do /SO too—not  realising that  the 
whole context in which those agree
ments were made will change if mili- 
ftary aid comes from America.  So it 
is  these  consequences  that  flow 
that one has to consider.  I have no 
doubt in my mind, and I am perfect
ly honest in -what I tell the House— 
that the Prime Minister of Pakistan 
has been earnestly  striving, as we 
have been earnestly striving, for  a 
settlement of our problems.  I  know 
he has difficulties: but with all that, 
he is striving for it.  I welcome that 
and  I  hope  that  because  of  our 
mutual efforts we shall achieve some 
measure of success.  So it is not any 
personal criticism of him that I  am 
making.  But the misfortune is that 
with all the good intentions in the 
world, one may take a step, which is 
a bad step, and which leads to evil 
consequences.  Therefore, I ventured 
to point out some of these consequ
ences that might flow from it.

In this connection, I might say that 
the  Prime  Minister  of  Burma ex
pressed himselfi rather strongly the 
other day, about this military  aid 
from the United States to Pakistan. 
The Pi:lme Minister of Ceylon also 
did so, and in fact, he made a pro
posal to me, that the Prime Ministers 
of some of these  countries—̂neigh
bouring countries—should meet, not 
to consider this  particular  matter; 

but this particular matter  was  the 
immediate reason for his suggesting 
it; we should meet  from  time  to 
time, once or twice a year, to consi
der problems of mutual concern.  He 
mentioned  Burma; he  mentioned
Pakistan also.  And India, of course 

Is there.  Indonesia  comes in. I do 
not mind who comes in. And I have 
(told him that we shall welcome such 
a meeting to discuss common prob
lems.  That does not mean  that  we 
tie oujrselves down to each otherls 
chariots.  We are completely free  to 
carve our policies or follow any policy 
of our choice.  But it is obvious,  I
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submit, that there is a great mimber 
of subjects, of matters of  commoa 
concern, and if we approach them, we 
can help each other in  liking each 
other, and if we follow common poli
cies—as to some extent we have fol
lowed, let  us say.  in  the  United 
Nations in this Asian-African group— 
ithen it produces a considerable re
sult.

I shall now refer briefly to the third 
matter; that is a certain very unfor
tunate reversal of the process of the 
withdrawal of colonialism.  I do not 
suppose that this  reversal can  have 
long effect because conditions in the 
world do not encourage that. But, it 
will be a matter of deep regret that 

attempts should be made to perpetuate 
or lengthen the days of colonial rule. 
Now, in this matter, it would not be 
much good to me or, if I may say so 
with respect, to other members, mere
ly to proclaim some high  principle 
and expect some things  to be done 
overnight.  I do not expect it, but  I 
do expect a certain direction to  be 
followed and, if it  not followed,  I 
fear grave dangers.

Now, in this business Of colonialism, 
of course, the question of racial discri
mination  comes in.  In  regard  to 
racial discrimination, I have said there 
can be no compromise of any kind.  I 
realise that one cannot put an end 
to  almost age-long customs quickly 
and suddenly.  But, there is such a 
thing, first of all by law and consti
tution putting an end to racial dis
crimination and then trying one’s best 
to put an end to it  in practice  in 
social affairs.  We put an end to un- 
touchability here by  the law of the
Constitution and my  colleague the
Home Minister is bringing in a Bill to 
make untouchability  a crime.  Well 
and good.  I realise that I have by
law ended untouchability,  but, even 
now, here and there social practices 
may continue, but let us flght them. 
But this kind of legal, constitutional 
and every kind  of  recognition and
perseverance  an  maintaining  this 
racial discrimination, racial  suppres
sion, is something that  is absolutely 
intolerable.  As I  said, I can under

stand somebody  misbehaving some

where; 1 can condone it or punish it. 
But, if Governments misbehave liî’e 
that, it is intolerable.  I express  my 
deep regret that when we consider 
the case of the South African Union, 
which is the most flagrant example, 
when this matter comes up, as it does 
annually, before the  United Nations 
Assembly, it is a matter of  surprise 

and deep regret to me that there are 
hations—and great nations at  that— 
whidh support South Africa or  at 
least abstain.  There is no question 
of abstention when  this  monstrous 
evil comes up for discussion.  There 
is no question of anybody taking shel
ter under any legal quibble, whether 

this is a matter to come up there  or 
not. This is a matter which  vitally 
affects hundreds of millions of people 

all over the world.  It is about time 
that others  realised it; and, laws  or 
no laws, this racial discrimination in 
Africa or Asia or anjnvhere in  the 
world will not be tolerated.  It is an 
amazing thing to me.

The other day, a question arose—I 
believe it is a minor affair—̂no it  is 
not a minor affair.  Some very  res
pectable citizen, I think, of Bermuda 
was not allowed in a hotel or a club 
or somewhere I forget now—I think 
it was an Attorney-General or some
body.  This was, of course, deeply re
gretted.  BuT, it  was said,  unfortu
nately, if he was allowed in that hotel 
tourist traffic might suffer.  Now, that 
was the excuse given, so that in the 
balance of things, tourist traffic  was 
more important than the self-respect 
of hundreds of millions of people in 
this world.

Now, that is  the kind at tiling 
which is more dangerous and  more 
explosive in this world  than almost 
anything I can think of. And. I am 
surprised that some people in Europe 
and some people in America do  not 
realise this.  It angers us.  Now,  I 
realise difficulties; when I refer  to 
these colonial  territories,  I  realise 
that questions are  complicated  and 
delicate.  But, however difficult, one 
tries to solve them; he. does not  go 
back. .
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Recently, the House will know thac 
in the course of the court martial in 
Kenya, certain  evidenca was  given 

which showed a state of affairs which 
was shocking.  It may be, of course, 
that officers were not responsible for 
it; but, when one plays about with a 
country under colonial domination in 
that way, this kind of thing happens. 
It has happened and, during almost a 
year now, in Kenya conditions have 
been painful and distressful in  the 
extreme.

If you go to Africa, the real bright 
sp6t Of Africa has been the Gold Coast 
and, to some extent, Nigeria, where 
progress has been made and will  be 
made, I hope.  I am surprised that 
while this policy has been pursued in 
the Gold Coast and Nigeria, a con
trary policy  has  been  pursued  in 
other parts.  The House knows also 
about Uganda,  the Central  African 
Federation.  Now, it is a very good 

idea to have a Central African Fede
ration and it is not my concern to in
terfere with it.  But, if ansrthing  Is 
imposed against the will of a large 
number of inhabitants,  it is a bad 
thing and it will not last.  We used 
to talk about  authoritarianism  and 
fascism an̂ the like.  If a small or 
a comparatively small  racial group 
perpetuates its authority over a large 
nation, especially of a different group, 
well, I do not know what the differ
ence is in that type of  fascism  and 
this.

Recently in Sudan  elections have 
taken place.  And,  to some  extent, 
we in India were connected with them 
in that we sent one of our .‘?enior offi
cers to conduct those elections.  For
tunately, these elections  took  place 
peacefully and succ?essfully and very 
soon, I suppose, Sudan 1̂1 function 
with a very large measure of indepen
dence; not quite that, because that will 
come, I believe, according to the sche
dule, 2 or 3 years later.  Now, this 
development in Sudan is, if I may say 
so, of historic significance.  That is to 
say, in the heart of Africa an indepen
dent Stite—I will not for a moment

refer to its full context, for, it may 

choose to have  contacts with other 
countries like Egypt—but the  emer

gence of such a State in the heart of 
Afriĉ is of great importance for the 
whole of Africa.

Close to Nigeria in importance, now, 
Sudan comes into the picture because 
whatever might be happening in Asia 
in regard to colonialism—which is on 
a small scale and  is bound to end—  ,
the real issû of  colonialism is in ^

Africa—it may  be  in other  places
like British Guiana—but it is  really 
Africa that countg in the future, and 
I think in the next few years,  this 

que.̂ticn of Africa will become ever 
more important and if it is not settled 
peacefully and co-operatively, it will 
give a tremendous amount of trou
ble.  Now, we see in Africa, as I 
said, the bright spots of Gold Coast 
and Nigeria suddenly emerging.  We 
see trouble  in the  north—Morocco, 
Tunisia and elsewhere.  We  see  in 
fact that we are  going through in
Africa a revolution  against colonialism,
or colonial revolution,—call it what 
you like.  It is a very major thing of 
the age, just as the  emergence  of 
Asia is a major thing of the age, and 
So I would hope that the great coun
tries responsible for these matters will 
consider them in their  true perspec
tive, not imagining that they are going 
to profit by carrying on these policies, 
which cannot possibly continue  for 
long. These are the  three  matters   ̂
that I venture to place  before  the 
House, Sir, and I am grateful for their 

patience in listening to me.

1

Mr. Speaker: Mr. Mukerjee.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee  (Calcutta-* 

North East): Mr. Speaker. Sir, it was 
a pleasure to hear the Prime Minister 

warm up. ..

" Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Before allow
ing this speech, Sir, the amendments 
have to be placed before the House.

Mr.  Speaker: I  am  sorry.  The
Deputy-Speaker will place the amend
ments before the House.
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I will place the 

motion before the House first and then 
take up the amendments  and  place 

them one after the other.  Motion 
moved.

“That the present International 
situation and the policy of Govern
ment of India in relation thereto 

be taken into consideration.'*

Now, I will ask hon. Members whicn 
of the amendments they want to place 

before the House.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following 

be added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this House regrets that the Gov
ernment have not taken adequate 

steps 10 meet the crisis created by 
the reported pact on military as
sistance etc. between Pakistan ana 
the U. S, A., by—

(a) strengthening our national de
fences, and in particular by taking ur
gent steps fo build up our defence in

dustries; and

(b) undertaking measures to secure 

national unity.”

Shri Raghuramî (Tenali): I  beg 

to move:

That in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this House approves of this policy.”

Dr. Rani Subhag  Singh (Shahabad 

South): I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be 

added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this  House  is of  opinion  that 
the Government do  categorically 
declare that the problems relating 
to the State of Jammu and Kash
mir and Punjab canal waters are 
their domestic concerns.”

Shri Syed Ahmed (Hoshangabad): I 
beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this House approves the policy of 

the Government  and  the steps 
taken by it to promote internation
al peace.”

Shri K. R. SCiarma (Meerut Distt.— 
West): I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

“and  having  considered  the 

same, this House approves of all 
the steps taken by the Government 
to ease International tension  and 
for the preservation of Peace in the 
world.”

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy (Salem):  1
beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 

this House approves of this policy.” 

Shri N. Somana (Coorg): I  beg to 
move:

That in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

•'and having considered the same, 
this House approves  the  policy 
adopted by the Government.”

Shri P. N. RaJabhoJ (Sholapur—Re
served—Sch. Castes): I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following 

be added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this House is of opinion that the 
policy of dynamic neutrality is a 
failure and that active association 
with like minded allies It  r̂alled 
for.”

Shri Jethalal Josh! (Madhya  Sau- 
rashtra): I beg to move:

That in the nrK)tion. the following be 
added at the end. namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this House endorses the  foreign 

policy of the Government whole
heartedly and is of opinion that in 
view of the political developments 
in the international afTairs and efi-
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pecially in view of the reported 

military  alliance between U.S.A. 
and  Pakistan,  the  Government 

should mobilise the country for 
unity and self-defence in the event 
of danger”

Shrl V. G. Deshpande (Guna): I beg 
to move:

That in the motion, the followin;; be 
added  at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 

this House is of opinion that the 
policy of the so  called  Dynamic 
Neutrality so far pursued by the 

Government has proved a failure 
and suggests the following seven 

points programme for dealing with 
the situation created by the report
ed Pak—U.S. Pact:—

(a) in foreign affairs India  should 

eschew her policy of neutrality  and 
pursue a policy of getting aid  from 

all available sources without commit
ting the country to any ideology;

(b)  diplomatic relations with Pak
istan should be immediately  severed;

(c) the Kashmir issue  should  be 
withdrawn  from the U.N.O.

(d) all negotiations and preparations 
for the plebiscite in Jammu and Kash
mir should be stopped and that State 
should be treated as an integral part 
of India which should be prepared for 
defence of borders of that State and 
for this purpose the  so-called  Azad 
Kashmir also should be treated as an 
integral part of Kashmir and conse

quently of India;

(e) the foreign pockets  in  India 
should be forthwith cleared even, if 
necessary, by resort to police opera
tion;

(f) the work of reorganising the 
defence of India should be immediate
ly  undertaken  through  compulsory 
military training of young men and 
steps should be taken to start wau 
industries with a  view  to  making 
India self-sufficient in that respect and 
for this purpose our Five Year Plan 
may be suitably amended;

(g) fifth, column activities in India 
should be suppressed with a Arm hand

and for this the following measures 

should be adopted:—

(i) all the foreign missionaries
t should be externed from Indian 
and their  activities should be 
stopped;

(ii) no Muslims should »be allowed 

in the Army,  Navy,  Air-Force 
and Police and they should not 

be allowed to occupy any key 

posts  including the offices of 
Ministers;

(iii) one  hundred  mile zones on 

the borders of Pakistan should be

cleared  of people who  are 
likely to have leanings toward t 
Pakistan; and

(iv) the Constitution of India may 
be suitably amended if necessary 

in the interests of security of 
our countr.”
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Maulana Masuodi ( Jammu and Kash
mir); Sir, I submit that Mr. Deshpan- 

de’s amendment may be held to be out 
of order since it contains matter which 
is utterly opposed to the fundamentals 
of our Constitution. I wish to  draw 

your attention in particular,  to the 
second sub-paragraph of paragraph (g) 
of the said amendment wherein it is 
proposed that “no Muslim should be 
appointed to any post of responsibility 
in the Indian Navy, Army, Air Force 
or Police.” This is against the basis of 
the Constitution. Hence, I request that 
this amendment may be declared to .be 
out of order and not allowed to come 
on the agenda of the House.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Let it be under
stood clearly that when I  ask  hon. 
Members to state if they want to move 
any of their amendments and I declare 
that amendment No. such and such 
is moved, it is all subject to my find
ing if they are relevant and if they 
are admissible and so on. So, I reserve 
the right that if they are out of order, 
I will declare them so and I will not 
put them to the vote of the  House. 
Subject to these considerationŝ the 
amendments may be moved.

Shri SaraB̂ har Das (Dhenkanal- 

West Cuttack): I beg to move:

That in the motion, the foUowimr be 
added at the end, namely:—

*'and having considered the sannne 
this House regrets that the policy 
pursued  by  Government,  while 
claiming to take peace to distant 
lands, has brought war nearer our 
own frontiers.*'

Dr. Ram Subhag Singh: I beg to move:

iTiat in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

*'and having considered the same, 

this House is of opinion that the 
Government should fix a time-limit 
and take adequate and effective 
steps to rid of the foreign pockets 
in India.»»

Pandit K. C. Sharmi (Mec(rut Distt.--
South): I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be 

added at the end, namely:—

**and having considered the same,
this House places on record  the 

grave concern about the U.S.A.— 
Pakistan Military Pact  and  re
gards it as an unfriendly act to
wards India.”

Shri T. K. Chaudhuri (Berhampore)
I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be* 

added at the end, namely:—

''and having considered the same, 
this House is of the opinion that 
the policy followed .by the Govern
ment uptil now  has  completely 
failed to subserve  the  national 
interests of India or to secure a 
genuine  independence  of  the 
country’s foreign policy from en
tanglements with Anglo-American 

imperialist diplomacy in world af
fairs.”

Shri N. Sreekantan  Nair  (Quilon: 
cum- Mavelikkara): I beg to move:

That in the motion, the following be* 

added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same,, 
this House feels that the  wrong 
policies adopted in regard to Kash
mir have led to the U.  S.—̂Palr 
alliance which has embittered fur
ther the relations between  India> 
and Pakistan.”

Shri U. €. Patnaik (Ghumsur): I beg 
to move:

That in the motion, the following be 
added at the end, namely:—

“and having considered the same, 
this House recommends to Govern

ment to lay the foundations of an 
independent  foreign  policy,  by 
strengthening the nation on  the 
home front, inter alia by<̂

(a) training and mobilising our vast 
manpower on a defence cum d̂ elop* 
ment basis;

(b) building up and co-ordinating 
Civil Defence, Home Guard and other
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citizen forces, to organize our potenti
al reserves;

(c) aiding and subsidising semi-mili
tary institutions like rifle clubs, avia
tion, gliding, yachting, rowing, riding 
.and sports clubs as part of defence 
jmeasures;

(d) organising the  youth  of  ♦'he 

country for peace as well as for war;

(e) co-ordinating the various securi

ty forces to counteract fifth column ac
tivities;

(f) utilising appropriate items of ex
penditure under the Five Year Plan, 
for defence as well as for nation .build
ing; and

(g) reorganizing the ordnance instal
lations and military engineering ser
vices to ensure economy and efficiency.”

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: The original 
motion and the following amendments 
are before the House for consideration:

Nos. 1, 4, 6. 7,  8.  9,  11.  12,  13,
14. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20.

Shri K. R. Sharma: I beg to  with
draw amendment No. 8, standing in 

my name.

The amendment was, by leave, with
drawn.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee. It was a plea
sure to hear the Prime Minister warm 
up in a fashion which he used to have 
once upon a time when he won the love 
of the people. But, Sir,  our  grouse 
against him is very serious, very tho
roughgoing and very fundamental. Our 
•grouse is that he does not pursue con
sistently and objectively those policies 
which should bring about the achieve
ment of what I am prepared to believe, 
as I heard him, to be his real desire, 
■namely, the peace of the world and 
the well-being  of  people  in  every 
country and particularly in our own.

Now, Sir, I shall try to confine my
self mainly to the three points which 
were brought up by the Prime Min
ister though, occasionally, I am afraid 

there might be some supplementation

because it may be necessary for me to 
show how the whole thing hangs toge

ther. how, if you are going to have a 
consistent policy in foreign affairs, it 
should' have a  distinct  relationship 

with ̂ he policy which we are pursumg 
at homo.

Sir, I wish to say in this House with 
a sense of gravity that the evil shadow 
of American imperialism which fell on 
India when Government walked, wit

tingly or otherwise, into its perlloui 
parlour, is seen today in a very con

crete and reptile shape in this American 
pact—or understanding  or  whatever 
you choose to call it—with Pakistan, 
in whatever stage of  preparation  it 
might be, I aver. Sir, that it threatens 
our freedom and the peace  of  the 
world. That pact, and the grave danger 
to peace in Korea are the two matters 

which compel our earnest attention.

Sir, you know very well that  we 
have not hesitated to applaud the Gov
ernment for whatever work  it  has 
done for the relaxation of internation
al tensions. But, Sir, our regret, and 
I add, my country’s misfortune, is that 
there is a worm in the staff of our 
Government, that Government has only 
a very fitful and half-hearted realiza
tion of the right policies which ought 
to be pursued, that the Prime Minister, 

from time to time, if I may say so, de
viates, so to speak, into the right kind 
of attitude, and that is why there is 
no real understanding hy Government 

of the reasons and the implications of 
the fear which we profess to feel to
day—a very genuine fear—over  the 
getting together of the United States 
and Pakistan. If  that  understanding 
was there, we would not have been 

seeing those hesitancies  and  certain 
other positive errors which, I submit, 
we have committed in Korea; we would 

not have seen our chronic wobblings 
over the Kashmir issue even when the 

United States’ interventionists  were 
caught red-handed, and our  inability 
or our unwillingness or both to break 
away from our present  tie-up  with 
those elements in the world—those im
perialistic powers and their subsidiary
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allies—which are  bringing  all  this 

disaster to civilization.

I ask this House, have we not known 

in this House, especially since Winston 
Churchill fulminated in Fulton in 1946, 
the goings-on of the United States and 
their camp-followers in  Europe  and 
elsewhere? Have we not known of the 
more than 500 air and naval and land 
bases of the United States in  every 
continent,  the  one-and-a-half-million 

American troops overseas in at least 
22 countries, their fleet in the Mediter

ranean, their jet fighters in  Europe, 
their control of the Pacific as of an 
American pond, their projects and point- 
four aids and spy-rings everywhere? 
We have known all about this. We on 
our part, who are in this House as well 
as outside, have warned the country of 
this American danger when the Prime 
Minister went on his American per
ambulation or when our hon. colleague 
who so graciously presided  over  the 
meetings of the U. N. General Assemb
ly called Eisenhower—for reasons that 
I do not wish to discuss—as one of the 
five or six greatest men . she had ever 
met. We have warned that it is folly 
to seek to manoeuvre and to flirt with 
a rabid and endlessly grabbing? imperi
alism. Flirts, we know, afe occasionally 
jilted in spite cf all  the  attraction 
which they may possess. We have warn
ed Government, Sir, of the proclaimed 
purpose of the United States Mutual 
Security Act which is the promotion 
of American foreign policy. We have 
pointed out how the Uhited States im
perialists are out for cheap  cannon 
fodder. I do not know, but I find from 
the American Congressional  Records 
which shows—thev have cynically cal
culated—that the average  cost  per 
year of an American soldier before he 
had a gun in his hand was 5,556 dol
lars, while under the Mutual Security 
Programme, it could cost less than ten 
dollars for a solider to help him put a 
gun in his hand, and it would be even 
less if that soldier happened to bfe a 
Pakistani or an Indian, or any of these 
Asiatic “gooks” as we are attractively 
described. That  is  the  background 
which we have got to remember very 
vividly if we are going to draw ony 
lessons from the picture which the

Prime Minister has drawn before us 
this evening. I am quoting from the 

Congressional Proceedings for the 22nd 
June, 1953, which, as you know very 

well, is distributed by courtesy of ihe 
Commonwealth Parliamentary Associ
ation to all Members of the Indian Par
liamentary Group. There, Sir, I find a 
quotation from Mr. Dulles who, after 
his return from world* tour last sum

mer, said:

“Nowhere in the East  do  we 
have better friends than Pakistan 
and their splendid military forces 
are sure to help this country at any 
time we need them.*'

Obviously today, the American plan— 
Is to help Pakistan raise  its  arfftêT 

strength and keeping it as a threat 
from east to west in both our flanks, 
.blackmail A into imperialistic, aggres
sive ŝchemes. TToday, obviously, the 
American objective is to retrace their 
position in Kashmir which they have 
lost on thê occasion of the abortive 
coup d' ctat a few months ago. Today, 
they want to force us to  accept  the 
American solution of the Kashmir pro
blem. Today,—whatever they might say 
for the time being—they want to build 
war bases right on the borders of fhe 

Soviet Uniou ,«*nd People's China. Mr. 
Adlai Stevenson could  not  sell  tKe 
brand of “independent Kashmir”. Now, 
certain other merchants of death have- 
appeared in that part of  the  world; 
they have come and gone since, and. 
Sir, they have produced this United 
States-Pakistan pact.

Sir, this is patently  a  danger  to 
world peace and more directly and 
immediately a danger to India. This Is 
more than that. It is a squalid con
spiracy to  complicate  India-Pakistan 
relationship and to acerbate Indo-Pak- 
istan disputes which, as the Prime Min
ister said, we can solve ourselves if we 
are left alone.  The Prime Minister, 
when he made his reference  to the 
Prime Minister of Pakistan, said: if we* 

are left alone we are able to settle 
those disputes to our mutual satisfac

tion. But this pact is a danger, as the 
Prime Minister also said. Not only that. 
We believe that Pakistan’s entire future 
is being played ducks and drake witĥ
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by the world’s public enemy No.  1 

which is the imperialism of the United 
♦States of America.

Some Hon. Members: Oh!

Shri H. N. Mukerjee; I know some 

Members will say "Ohl* I say that the 
world’s public enemy No. 1 is Ameri
can imperialism. It is. and it has been 
since 1946, and it will continue to be 
so, till as long as we do not stand up 
to the full height of our stature and 
see to it that this menace to civfliza- 
tion, to the happiness of the world’s 
people, is scotched as soon as we can 
ever do so.

We recall, Sir, that the people of 
Pakistan put pressure on their Govern
ment and stopped its leaders' in  the 

Government like  the former Prime 
Minister.  Khwala  Nazimuddin  ard 

others who wanted to send troops to 
Korea- It was the people of Pakistan 
who compelled the Pakistan Govern
ment to go along generally with India, 
on the Chinese and Korean issues. That 
is what I wish to recall now. That is 
why, Sir, I say, that these Americans 
are trying to hurt both our countries 

We shall never forget that alter aJl 
Pakistan and India are brother-coun- 
tries, and while the loyalty of  Indian 

Muslims is sought to be impugned by 
communalist propagandists,  I  recall 
what a Muslim once said. It was that 
while Hindus, on death,  have  their 
bodies burnt and the ashes thrown in
to the Ganges to be carried God knows 
where, the Muslim at death needs six 
foot by three of the soil of India and 
belongs to this country in death as in 
life. In the same way, the Hindu In 
East Pakistan loves deeply his environ
ment and the atmosphere of the land 
*of his birth and his  emotional .back- 
Ifround.  But, for reasons—good,  bad 
:and indifferent—̂two States have come 
into being, and when these two count
ries—India  and  Pakistan—wish  to 
maintain their relationship, that is r«ow 
sought  to  be  disturbed  by these 
American manipulators, those  people 
who think nothing of bombing people 
out of existence only in order that 
their profits may survive.

Now, Sir, certain voices influential in 

Government circles, like the voice of a 
former civil servant who answers to 

the name of Gorwala, have publicly 
suggested that if proud countries like 
England and Turkey can accept Ameri
can yoke, why should  Pakistan  feel 
shy of the shame? I say in this House, 
these are evil voices. Let not  these 

evil voices be heeded by the Govern
ment of our country, whether it is in 
the sphere of economic planning or in 
other spheres. These are evil voices 
and we wish the people of Pakistan to 

compel their short-sighted leaders to 
change their inflammatory  moves.  I 

know, if we can proceed in a manner 
which has from time to time been sug
gested by our Prime Minister, if we 

can get together all  the Prime Minis
ters of different Asian countries, inclu
ding Pakistan, if we can all get toge
ther, to find out ways and means of 
retaining, developing, maintaining and 

getting ahead with our independence, 
with our freedom, with our plans  of 
economic reconstruction, then  surely 
■we can face this disaster  which  is 
being sought to be foisted on us.

4 P.M.

In spite of everything, however. Sir, 
if in spite of everything, we find that 
the war-mongers  threaten  a  crisis 

against our country, certainly, our peo
ple will unitedly resist, and if that oc
casion arises—I hope there is no need 
for that occasion to arise, but if the 
need arises, I can say on .behalf of 

our party that we shall aU take part 
in the defence of our country against 
imperialism. That is why, I say, Sir, if 
we realise the nature of the crisis it 
ought }o be a decision on our part that 
we shall have real national defence, 
conducted by « really democratic Gov
ernment worthy of the people’s  res

pect, representing their Interests and 
supported by  them.  This  defence 
founded, let us say, to give one item, 
on  universal  compulsory  military 
training, must be free of the shackles 
of the proliferating bureaucracy which 
has become a feature of the admin
istration of the Government of India. 
Let the Government  of India  really
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give consideration to this matter if 
we want to have our people with us 
in the fight against all these menacing 
factors in the country’s situation to
day, we On our part offer our entire 
and sincerest cooperation.

So, we welcome resistance  to  the 
Pact by Government, and we also tJfTer 
to share in its tasks. But there I draw 
the line, and I warn the Prime Minis

ter, particularly, that a country cannot 
defend itself against one imperialism

•  by relying upon another imperialism. I 

say this, Sir, because it has been sick
ening—I use the word advisedly—lo 

find the Prime Minister in this House
>  very often soft-pedalling on so  giany 

questions—questions relating to fore
ign experts, questions relating to ex
port of monazite, which came up when 

Dr. Saha asked a supplementary ques
tion the other day, through a foreign 
agency, questions regarding our posi
tion in the British Empire, which we 
call the ‘‘Commonwealth*’.  I can never 
forget in all my life, for as long as 

I live, the Prime Minister defending the 
British Empire as a kind of model as
sociation which other countries might 
very well be advised to join. This sort 
of thing has happened often. The mona
zite which we are sending out of this 
country will come back 'to us in  the 
form of atomic devastation. Now, if we 
are going to be consistent, let us really 
follow the line  which  advances  the 
well-being of our people, which main
tains our freedom. We cannot defend 

M  our freedom, properly speaking, when 
the American and the  British  have 
their gigantic oil bases in our  major 

ports, when their technicians and their 
 ̂ advisers swarm all over the place, when 

an American Ambassador says we know 
how every cent of the money which 
we are giving to this country is spent, 
when, how and whore. When these 
foreigners occupy key positions in our 
industry, in our finance, in our trade 
and even in our armed forces, we know 
very well our Government’s limitations 
and that is why I utter this word of 
warning.

We say unequivocally that this is a 
fight against imperialism;  we  know 
this is a fight for peace, this is a fight 
for freedom, this is a fight  for  the

peoples’ well-being. We say at the same 
time, let us be worthy of this fight; let 
us rely upon ourselves for that flight. 

Let us do away with all those features 
which are disturbing the development 

of our country and then  and  then 
alone, Sir, we shall be able to help 
ourselves and our brethern in Pakis

tan across the border,

I turn now. Sir, to the question of 

the Korean Armistice which today, as 
the Prime Minister has said very vi
vidly, is in considerable danger. Now, 
Sir, I have not the least desire to em

barrass Government as far as this issue 
is concerned. But it is important to 
remember—and I make these  state

ments with a certain amount of regret, 
because I did come to have a kind of 
respect, and appreciation, for the work 
of General Thimayya and his colleagues 

in Korea—that the Indian  Command 
has not always acted consistently, in 

accordance with the needs of peace. 
And for that. Sir, I cannot blame Gen
eral Thimayya, as the Prime Minister 
himself has said. Ultimately, if there 
is anybody to blame, the blame  will 
have to be shouldered by the Prime 
Minister of my country.

Now, Sir, in regard to Korea for so 
long the deadlock continued over the 
Prisoner of War Agreement.  It  was 
very  clear  from  the  .beginning 
that the Americans  did  not  want 
peace.  When  I  say  the  Ameri
cans. I  mean  also  the  United 
Nations—which really amounts to the 
same thing. The United States cannot 
stomach the idea of peace in Korea. 
The United States has used more bombs 
and bullets on  Korea  than  against 
Germany and Japan  during  World 
War No. 2. So. naturally, the United 
States, that is to say U. N., to be very 
exact, has tried to put spokes in the 
wheel of the progress of the Armistice 
negotiations and now they are putting 
spokes in the wheel of the execution 
of the Prisoner of War agreement. Now 
the Neutral Nations Repatriation Com
mission and  the  Indian  Custodian 
Force could not provide proper facili
ties for the North Korean and Chinese 
peoples volunteer commands to carry 
out explanations. Now, Sir, I have with
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me a sheaf of documents which  are 
sent to all kinds of people by the Em

bassy of the Peoples Republic of China 
in Delhi which, show very clearly that 

over and over again the Indian Custo
dian Force as well as the Neutral Na

tions Repatriation  Commission  have 
agreed that these  facilities  are  not 
being afforded. For example, the con

struction of booths which should have 

taken Ifour days  took about thirty 
days as far as the United Nations side 
was concerned. Then, Sir, the agents 
of Syngmari Rhee and  Chians  Kai 
Sheik, under American direction, have 
been in control of the prisoner of war 
camps. In connection with this, I am 
quoting to you, Sir, a statement made 
by Mr. B. N. Chakravarti.  Alternate 

Chairman of the Neutral  Nations Re
patriation Commission, in Calcutta on 
the 2nd of December. He says:

“There was no doubt that  the 
camps were well organised. It was 
apparent from the fact that even 
before explanations started some 
prisoners would come surreptiti
ously to the Indian guards  and 
plead for repatriation.'*

And he added: that there were forty 
to fifty such ring  leaders  in  every 
camp of five hundred prisoners.

Now, Sir, the Neutral Nations Re
patriation Commission hardly did any
thing to break up this gang of hooli
gans. There have been occasions, so 
many occasions, when people had .been 
caught  red-handed.  Four example, 1 
find that on the 9th of November the 
Custodian Force Guards  seized  from 
the United Nations ration .bags a high- 
power pocket transmitter being passed 
to their agents in the prisoner of war 
camps by the United  Nations  Com
mand. Earlier they intercepted a num
ber of written messages of instructions 
passed through the United Nations Hos
pital in the prisoner of  war  camps. 
Reference to this is made in so many 
reports in papers in this country as 
well as abroad.

Then, Sir, there was the question of 
use of force. On one occasion General 
Thimajrva even went out of his way,

I should say—I do not know if he act
ed according to instructions—when he 

said that he was not going to under
take the responsibility of having to 

take recourse  to  force.  Now  why 
should he go out of his way  to  say 

this?

We know that some time back the 

Americans let loose over 25,000 prison* 
ers of war because they did not want 
them to be produced for the purpose 
of explanation and for the purpose of 
repatriation. Now if the Americans do 
it, and if under moral pressure of the 
world public opinion they have to say» 

all right ...

I will take a little time, because there 
are certain points which I want to 
bring up.  If you will permit me,  1 

will finish as quickly as possible.

Give me ten minutes more. Sir.

The question arose regarding  the 
use of force. The Americans had to say 
“we are looking for those people whom 
we have let go**. This they did under 
the pressure of world public opinion. 
But General Thimayya said “I am not 
going to take the responsibility of us
ing force**. Why  this  task of vsing 
force  or  not  using  force?  Why 
give a handle to these people who are 
using all kinds of devices in order 
to upset the entire process of the ar
mistice, the entire process of the re
patriation of prisoners?

We find also, as  the  “Hindustan 

Times” correspondent in Korea pointed 
out on the 31st October:

“It was a cardinal  mistake  to 
have put the prisoners into these 
camps in the same groups in which 
they were handed over. The ad
vance party of the N.N.R.C.  had 

been aware of the existence  of 
these pressure groups and the only 
explanation for not breaking them 
up is that the N. N. R. C. appear 
to be powerless in the matter**.

Now, who was responsible for this? 

Actually we were made to look  like 
fools. Sir, 1 submit that until the dead
lock in the Neutral Nations Repatrfflŝ 
tion Commission on the 23rd October
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on the Question of the so-called use of 
ioFce by the Custodian Force to coun
teract the activities of these special 
. agents in the camps, the Americans 

and the U. N. command were all ai> 
use and vituperation of the Indians. 
They said the Indians were Communist 
agents. Even Mr. Dulles went so far 
as to say “the so-called Neutral Na
tions”. But after the Indian Chairman. 
General THimayya, over-ruled the sug
gestion of the breaking  up  of  the 
gangster organisation within the camps, 
that is. after the Indian Chairman ac
tually allowed the U.N. Command and 
Syngman Rhee’s and Chiang Kai Shek'G 
agents to sabotage the prisoners of war 
agreement and to prevent  the expla
nations through their agents  in  the 
camp, it was exactly then that there 
was a sudden change in the tone of 
the Americans and the U.N. Command. 

They started praising us, as doing a 
thankless job, a difficult job. and so on 
and so forth. ,

I say this is a very important mat
ter. We did not behave  in the manner 
that we should have done. The Prime 

Minister has talked about the anger in 
our hearts. We know that the coals 
of anger in the oeople’s hearts  are 
glowing today against war-mongers. 
They want peace, which is the fulfil
ment of their desire. Korea is  an 
arena where the fight between peace 
and war is beinc conducted. In Korea 
our responsibility therefore was  not 
only  the job on  hand but  also tl:o 
greater job of looking after the future 
itf civilisation.

I see also that the Prime Minister 
gave a hint in the Council of States 
cn 3rd December that the question of 
the Korean Political Conference would 
be brought up in the United Nations. 
But actually no  action  was  taken, 
though there was some time. And now 
we are in a very diffi'̂ult predicament. 
The United Nations General Assembly 
is to meet on 9th February or so. On 
the 22nd January a very difficult situa
tion might be created. AH these oeople 
woula have to be liberated accor:ling 
to the version of the Americans. There 
again, I cannot .square with what thf*

665 P.S.D.

Prime Minister said this  morning—I 
am quoting from the “Amrita Bazar 

Patrika” of the 21st December where 
there is  a  special  despatch  called 

‘Inside Delhi’ which says that “there 
has been a major policy decision indi
cating a major change in the  Nehru 
line” and then it refers to the announ
cement in Shanti Nagar  by  General 
Thimayya “who has announced report

edly, in conformity with the American 
stand* that on the 22nd January the 
United Nations forces will poise them
selves on the demilitarised line to take 
necessary action to liberate the :ion- 
repatriates; only the Northern  Com
mand has objected to this”. As far a« 

the Prime Minister  is  concerned,  I 
think he agrees with the interpretation 
of the Northern Command. And I wish 
—the President of the United Nations 
General Assembly, happily, is with us 
here—I wish that  steps  are  taken 
quickly and promptly to call the Unit
ed Nations to have this matter discus
sed.

I do not also understand why when 
Poland suggested that the United Na
tions should be called earlier we did 
not say anything. I do not understand 
why we agreed to an American .'sug
gestion indirectly put forward by a 
South American satellite that it should 
be left to the desire of a majority 
in the United Nations, which we know 
very well is at the beck and call of 
Americans. If that is so. it is a very 
dangerous situation in Korea. Peace fcr 
which our country has made a  sub
stantial /contribution is in jeopardy. 
That peace had to be saved. Because 
with ĥat is in!v0,tjved not only the 
peace in East Asia ̂but the future of 
civilisation.

Turning to the other points which I 
want to bring up before the House.
I wish to refer to the Prime Minister's 
statement regarding “the occurrence of 
a certain unfortunate process of rever
sal as far as colonialism is concerned”.
I appreciate the position of the Prime 
Minister and the responsibility he has 
to bear and that kind of thing. But I 
do not see why, after having talked 
in the way he ha.s done about the
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an̂er in the hearts of people  every

where.  after he has  talked in  the 
’way which, as I have said, won him 

popularity, why he should use this kind 
of ultra-diplomatic language of ‘unfor
tunate process of reversal'' and so on.

In another statement which he made 
the other day he said ‘'the colonial 
powers are trying to dig themselves 
in and sometimes they have gone back 
a bit”. That is under-stating the mat
ter. British Guiana is only one exam
ple among many which are happening 
all over the world. The Prime Minister 

himself has talked about Kenya.  I 
have got papers here to show how hor
rid atrocities are being perpetrated in 

Kenya, how people are made to march 
naked through the streets .before they 
are shot dead. These are photograp̂is 
which can easily be inspected by any
body, whoever wants to find out the 
truth. We know these things are hap
pening all over the world wherever 

colonialism is rampant. In British Gui
ana they pushed out the legitimate go
vernment whose former leaders came 
to New Delhi only the other day. Why 
have we not moved in the matter? The 
Prime Minister says “we wish to move 
effectively and otherwise we do  not 
move’*. But that has not been the atti
tude of this country. That is not the 
spirit of the speech, in parts, the Prime 
Minister has made today. Even -if we 
cannot be effective—every  day  you 
leave, Sir, the copy of the Gita on my 
table for my edification— and it teaches 
niBhkam karma, that is,  if something 
Is our duty we have to do it, whatever 

the results. If in regard to British Gui
ana we have to raise our voice, why 
’do we not raise  it? U  makes  our 
iblood tingle in shame when Dr. Jagan 
and Mr. Burnham who go all over the 
place say “we expect this country to 
take up the matter and bring it before 
the U. N.” They say, of  course, “we 
have left it to the Prime Minister’s 
wisdom”. But they mention it specifi
cally every time, that they want it to 
be brought up before the United Na
tions.

I happened to find  out  from  the 
‘̂Hindustan Times Evening News” of

the 16th October that on the 15th Oc
tober Poland and Gautemala had in the 
U. N. Trusteeship Council brought  up 

this matter, or they were trying obli

quely, indirectly to do so. But our gal
lant representative, who  occasionally 
speaks up sharply about thiaîi, >:ni 
rothing ai:oul it. I do not un-ii,'ita:ii 
V hy this hippcni, and why thi ’.̂ri 

Minister should lend himself to the 
suggestion that it is because  British 
Guiana is British that we do not raise 
our voice against it.

And that, Sir, reminds me of some
thing to which I must make a reference, 
even though I see that my friend the 
Minister of Commerce and Industry is 
not here. In regard to British Guiana 
the British Minister for Colonies, Mr. 
Oliver Lyttleton made a statement at 
the Conservatives* Conference at Mar
gate. He said “we are not going to to

lerate a Communist administration any
where in the British Commonwealth”.
I do not know if that was the decision 
of the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ 
Conference.

The Minister of Defence Organiss- 
tion (Shri Tyagi): I think he was right.

Shri H. N. Mnfcerjee: Anyhow  he
said it. I do not base my point on that 
but on the hon. Minister of Commerce 
and Industry going, of all places, to 

Rajkot and saying in a press confer
ence “That fight ia Travancore-Cochin 
is a straight fight between Congress 
and Communists. Even if the Commu
nists win the elections we shall not 
allow them to rule there”. This appear
ed in “Jai Hind”, which is a  daily 
paper ol Rajkot, on IIth  November, 
1953. Now, in case, I am told, that the 
Minister will repudiate this statement, 
I find also an editorial of the paper 
of the next day, 12lh November.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: How does it 

arise in a discussion on forei*?n affairs?

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: This relates to 
the policy lo be pursued in regard to 
administration by the British Common
wealth. It shows our link-UD with the 
British Commonwealth. If our link-up 
with the British Commonwealth goes to
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the extent Df ;the MiiiifitBr pursuing the 

Lyttleton line in regard to the ban on 
Communists, we ought to know where 

we stand. We are here in this House. 

I would not myself like ito jcharaoteriee 
ourselves as the most important ele
ment in the XD̂iiPOfiition. But ŵe iire 
here. We ought to know  where  we 
t̂and, and ithat is very definitely link
ed up with foreign policy because our 
tie-up with tthe British Commonwealth 
is certainly concerned with it.

The iBfliturial irefers :to thLs matter 
«pn the 12th where again we find some

thing with regard to a possible repudi
ation oi Ihe Ŝtatement by Mr. Krish- 
namachari. The Minister of Commerce 
and Indufiti:y is asked to explain why 

he said ithis .and is challenged also to 
repudiate this Btatemeht whifih is re
ported to have been made at the Press 
Conference in Rajkot.

You are jiniting your bell very men
acingly and 1 am afraid 1 cannot refer 

to so maî other points which I have. 
But, 1 fihall imake mention tsS. one thing, 
and that is about the position of affairs 
as far as the foreigQ pockets in Thdia 
are concerned. What is happening in 
tthese areas where NATO commitments 
apply? 'Why should yon, allow arma- 
iments to go mto  these  areas?' The 
îarliamentory Secretary lor External 
Affairs said the other day that, there 
are reports of the increased supĵly of 
arms and ammunition in Goa and Mar- 
magoa. Wlhy do we allow this kind ol 
thinîs to go on there? What are we 

Coing to Ho about TrenA possessions 
in India? On the contrai:y, why are we 
assisting the French in what they call 

“le guerre saftcT, ‘‘‘the 3irty war,**̂ in 
Indo-China? Why is it that in legard 
to Malaya, where the napalm bomb, 
nvhich the Prime Minister condemned 
the cither , day, is being used, you are 
•not doing anything? “Why is it that in 
regard to Malaya do we find reports— 
1 have got the papers here to verity 
the source of my  information—that 
trom Calcutta Kukris, a pecifliar wea
pon used by the Gurkhas, are being 
«ent by boat to the British Gurkhas 
somewhere In  Smgapore  and  other 
places in Malaya? Why Is it that the«e 
<hirtg« happen 'till the time? Why 
it that this tie-up continues? Why is

it that in so many ways we are bound 
up with the British? Why is it thut 
our Minister foi Defence Organisation 
has to admit that after we  produce 
some of oux military equipment, we 

send them for proofing or some sucli 
purpose to Great Britain or to Ameri
ca? Why Is this continued? Why after 
nearly 7 yearzs of  Independence,  wi? 

have not got an Iron and Steel plant? 
We have no soda ash production in this 
îountry; we have not got sulphur pro
duction in this country; we have not 
got any control over petroleum  pro
duction. How is it that, in spite of an 
iron and steel plant having been pro- 

:iected In lP4li, to btf'̂ompJ«t«d In alx 
months’ time—that was the statement 
made at llial lime—even now* we are 
waiting upon foreign consultants, pay
ing them money through our nose in 
order to get something in some unas- 
oertainable time?  That being so, how 
are we going to have a really indepen
dent foreign policy? How are we soing 
to make a real contribution to peace? 
I appreciate the Prime Minister when 
he says, we cannot do the impossible, 
we cannot play a very dramatic role 
at once in the field of world affairs. 
But, we must be on the right load. 
When the US Pact highlights the fact 
t)f the get-together of the mischievous 
elements m imperialism, who are try
ing to grab the weaker countries of the 
world to use them as pawns in their 
military and diplomatic game. It is ex
actly at that point of time that we have 
to assert our freedom, we have to as
sert our Independence. That is exactly 
the poirit which 1 wanted to make.

Sir, I would say one thing ibefore 
I conclude, which has also some ref
erence , to what ĥe Prime Minister 
said. He said very rightly, if  India 
loses her soul, what doth it profit her? 

He  said that very rightly.  I  refer 
again to the Gita which you have so 
thoughtfully laid here on my table for 
niy Gdiflcation. I find there  a  slokl̂ 
which begins thus:

*̂Natnam chhindanti shastrani nainam 
dahati pavakah*’ This, I say. is not
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about the soul of the individual,  but 

about the spirit of our people, the spirit 

of the people fighting everywhere for 

peace and well being: ‘"neither the ftres' 
can consume them nor can the weapons 
of the world tear them through.’* That 

is the principle with which we have 

got to go ahead. That is the spirit which 

is writ large on the face* of our brave 
people. That  1$  the  spirit  which 
I want the Prime Minister to evoke 

today. He can do so if he choosefih Butv 

he does not do so. He has made his 
choice. He has gone to supr with the 
devil. He has made his peace with the 
British and the Americans. He expects 
to  utilise  the* British  imperialists 

against the American imperialists. This 
is absolutely a disastrous game, doom

ed to defeat and disillusiOR; and the 
destruction of the  interests  of  our 
people. I ask him again to rise to his 

full stature and give a hand to the 
people so that the people can really 

rise to the magnificent spirit of which 
they are capable and then and then 

alone can we play that  constructive, 
positive, consistent, successful role in 
world affairs, which is your desire and* 

mine to see them pflar*

Shrimati Vijaya Lakduni (Lucknow 
Distl.—Central). Mr.  Deputy-Speaker, 
first of all, may I convey through you, 
my sense of deep gratitude to Parlfa-- 
ment for the expression of their good 
will and confidence in me at the time 

oi my election as President of the Uni

ted Nations Eighth General Assembly? 
1 would also like to express my sincere 
thanks to all those men and women 
not only in India, but  also  abroad, 

whose messages have poured into my 
office in an unending stream continu
ing up to this day. They have come 
from the farthest and remotest comers 
of the globe, from places in North and 
Central Africa, from places hi Iceland, 
from villages in India and from the 
bigger and better known cities of the 
world. Not only have these messages 
brought me encouragement, but  they 
have one striking feature about all of 
them, in that each now looked up to 
India for some further step  towards 
the peace of the world. Each one of

them,, whether tĥ  vme couched in̂ 

poor languagê or whether, they were 
written by statesmen > ofi the difl̂erent 
countries, have expressed the hope that 
now perhaps with one further honour 

confeKred̂ on Indian she would take at 
further step to resolve some ot the pro* 
blems of the world and ensure peace; 
It would- not be unnatural for me to be* 
mt)ved>by such, an̂ expression of opinion̂ 
I was deeply moved..

Perhaps it was alson inevitable that 

as L walked up  to  the  President’ŝ 
Chair, for a brief mnmnentl my mind’ 

went back to that wihtt̂ diay in San- 
Francisco 8 years-’ agâ when I stood 
outside the* wall of the United Nations; 

Chambers unknown  and  unaccepted;, 
called by the local press, this wom̂ini 
from India. It wae oeiliBDs some sati»- 
factibiv to me that the policies of my 
country have'today lied tb the rek!0g- 
nition of life womanhood* off Ibdia. Wfe* 
are not accustomed to think of  our
selves  as  anything" but individuals. 
Therefbre, the moet significant thing to* 
me about the elation was the fact that 
I was a woman. But, very soon I reaiis- 
ed that even in the so-called advanced* 
countries ot the world, in many of 
iheni, women are not playing the full 
role, to’ which they* are entitled.

And, therefore, the election assumi- 
ed a double significance. It is not easy 

to express in wordis* the feelings that 
one has towards those whose encourage- 
meDt has helped one to discharge o)3e*» 
duties; and> if at all I have been sue*- 
cessful during this term of my office, 
I think I cian say  without  fear  of 
contradfction  it  has  .been  wholly 
because  I  fMt  that   ̂ âd  so* 
much  support  and  encouragement 

and there  was  such  a  universal 
acceptance of India’s, role in forei;m» 
affairs.

We are discussing today, Sir, the 
foreign policy of India vis-âvis the pre
sent international situation. As one who* 
has been privileged to interpret that 
foreign policy longer than most ether 
oeople connected with the diplomatic 

service, I would like to pay a tribute 
to the success of that policy. But first 
let me say it is not my usual habit to
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ând out bouauets to any one. In fact, 
-having so long served for various lerms 

in other countries and sought to defend 
this very foreign policy, I have some

times  been highly irritated by  iit 
and wished it was easier to interpret. 

SutI miBt:testlfy to'the fact that today 
India’s role in loreign affairs is suc
ceeding. Whether the Prime Minister 
wishes to assume leadership or not, 
India .has assumed leadership. And the 
Kronsequences of that devolve on all of 
us, on every single Member  of  this 

JHouse and t)n this country. It is large
ly due to the fact that the policy we 
have pursued has been an indepen

dent policy and one which has, besides 

•paying us 'dividends in various ways, 
'given  great  encouragement  to  the 
worid. It has evbked admiration and 

•support from the widest possible circle, 
'but more ̂than ‘that, even those who 
»would wish that  we  should  follow 
’their own line of thought have  been 
ĉompelled to -give us their  reluctant 
Tespect, and that is no mean achieve- 
tment. believe ime.

So, today as !time  Is short and 1 
»cannot enter into «11 the various as- 

rpects of this polî as 1 wouUi l&e 
to do, I would confine myself merely 
to the thought that is in all our mind̂ 
;at the moment. il r̂fer tolhe niilitary 
aid by the United States to Pakistan.

For some wêks before I left  the 

SStates, ;every neMfsp̂ per vwas lull  ot 
this proposed aid. Various  editorials 

appeared and there were all sorts of 
conjectures. Some peophj even went 
so far as to give India the assurance— 
•the press. I mean—that if such ?id 

was given, it  would  not be used 
; against India. I happened to be on a 
broadcast the day this was published 
'in one of the important papers and I 
remember saying to the man who was 
interviewing me that I really did not 
understand how one could ear-mark 
mUitary aid, and after it had been 
-ear-marked how the ear-marking was 
going to be policed. Who was going to 
look after the poliîing of the ear-mark
ing, as to v̂hether or n<it it ’had been 
used for any -speciflc purpose t)r ffor 
the purpose intended? So, I ̂hare with 
this House and with the public general- 
iljr, tlie sense of apprehension thut I

have heard outside and also in the 
House.

But, I do want—̂and very earnestly— 
to say that we must not, under any 
circumstances whatsoever, give to this 
an exaggerated importance. Undoubted
ly the fact that military aid is 10 be 
given to our neighbour, or might 

:̂iven;to our neighbour, is a matter that 
should cause us the deepest concern, 

and we should ponder over it in all 
seriousness and meet tho case Jis we 
think flt. But, at the same time, I think 
.that we who have inherited the price
less legacy of fearlessness should not, 
under any circumstances, allow oursel
ves to be moved or get into any kind 

of a fear psychosis or hysteria, because 
such an event is contemplated.

I came home via the Middle  East, 

stopping at Beirut and Damascus, and 
it was interesting to see that the re
actions there were also of considerable 
concern about this new deveolpment 
concern for an obvious  reason. As 

has been said both by the Prime Min
ister and the hon. Member who spoke 
before me, this is not a matter which
• concerns India alone. It is something 
which aflecls the whole of South Asia, 

end therefore, it is natural that other 
countries should be agitated by it. But 
the point I wish to emphasize is that if 
we *stick to our foreign policy, to our 

independence and to our fearlessness, 
J think we can evolve a suitable answer̂ 
should this unhappy event take place.

I do not believe that  threats of 
this kind to our safety can be met *by 
similar action. It is not possible  for 
us. it would not be wise for  us,  it 

would be, in fact, most unwise in the 
context of events for us to try and 
think in terms of protecting ourselves. 
No nation can be protected by force ot 
arms. Those happy  days  are  gone. 
Arms can annihilate a  nation.  They 
cannot protect a nation. Therefore, our 
protection  lies  in  following  those 
principles which were our guiding light 
in the days of our Independence move
ment and of adhering to them.

1 would like to say this to my col
leagues on the Opposition benches. The 
hon. ‘Member who spoke  before  me 
made « îenerous offer of sidjojs with
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the Government in case of need; when 
a great crisis arises he ajid his party 
would offer their co-operation and their 

help. But I want to ask this House 
there does not exist a crisis today in 
India and outside India, and  whai 
greater crisis is going to arise when wo 

ran all join together, which we can all 

join together and face? The crisis that 
faces us in this country is of superlati'̂e 

dimensions. The problems we have to 
solve are so great that we cannot afford 

to lose a minute, or be divided for a 
second. We have to meet them  with 
our united  resources of intellect and 
talents and work.

And therefore, side by side While 
we are resolving these things, we must 

remember that on the international 
plane there are those who look  to 
us for moral support. There are those 

who believe that if India can maintaia 
her independent stand, if  India  crq 
lace any kind of oppositions or threats 
or displeasure or even any kind of 
cajoling or persuasion, then they, to 
that extent, are strengthened. Because 
in these newly independent countrien of 
Asia—as is well known to hon. Mem
bers here, but it .bears repetition—the 
only desire is the«desire to remain free 

and to consolidate their strength for 
purposes of progress and peace. I hear 

this all the time when I am in tbe 
United Nations in the bloc  which is 
known  as  the Asian-Arab  bloc  to 
which India belongs. One hears it in 
one’s travels, when  one  visits  the 
countries of Asia  and  Africa.  And 

therefore, at this time or at any time 
when anything threatens or looks as 
if it might disrupt us in any way, our 
course, in my humble opinion, is to 
very firmly continue to be guided by 
those same principles that have  ins
pired our foreign policy, and to give 
encouragement and support to those 
people who today hope for a new era 
in which nations can live together free 
and ̂ ual, co-operating on a voluntary 
ba«is, without any compelling pacts nr 
aids by which they may be crippled. 
We shall endanger that safety if in 
any way we move from the stand we 
have taken or allow ourselves to be 
unduly ruffled. We have to keep to our

course steadfastly. We have met dang- 

er̂ ̂beforê and we can meet  themf 
again, but they must be met in a spirit 

of a great nation that has wise leaders, 
at its hfead.

The hon. Member who spoke before 

me  referred to two or three ' things 

about the United  Nations,, which  I 
would like to correct. His first point was 
something, in connection with my hav* 

ing called President Eisenhower,  the 
greatest man of the greatest  amongs 
men. Now, L do not know where he 

heard that, because an occasion has. 
never arisea for me ro call General 
Eisenhower, the greatest man. or  the* 
greatest among men But the occasion 
did arise, when I referred to him—and 

I would like to repeat that because l 
believe it—as one of the great soldiers 
of our time, whichi is* something quite 

different again.

The other point that I would like t& 
draw the attention ot the House to is 
the  very  black  picture  that  my 
. hon. friend has- painted, about Am*̂ 
erican  imperialism  and American: 
expansionism.  A«~ top  whether it 

is correct  and:  whether  the  East 
is really  in  danger  of  this  great 
threat of American expansionism, êi 

me tfeir yoUr in all honesty; that I am 
not prepared! to' beliieve this. I do nnt 
believe there is any threat from Ameri
ca; any more than there' iw from some 
other countries; and r woutld  like 

say that if there are any threats from 
any quartef whatsoever, the time ha#' 
come when' we should  meet  those 

threats fairly and sQuareiy by continu
ing as we have done so far, a policy oZ 
nonvalliairce with power bibcs.  The 
position that India is- in todiay. is one of 
greatest delicacy, delicacy; not because 
we are afraid  to  do  anything,  not 
because' we are afraid to express our 
views, but .because the even keel has 
to be m̂intffined between* two gre?»t 
power blocs, ĥo are, sometimes, not 
open tb conviction or reason. At leaît 
sometimes, one is almost In despair at 
the hysteria that is being evoked <n 
some parts of the world, owing to thi> 
mad rare for armaments, and seeing 
thsesê things, one comes back: to the'
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thought, how much lucky we are,  ira 

that, having no armaments to speak nt 
we can only rely on the spirit of the 
people, because they are our strength 

and must be strength in years to comt, 
and certainly in the foreseeable futurn. 

we must concentrate our efforts on im
proving that spirit, and giving further 
inspiration to the peoole to do wbai 
is right' in the circumstances, and tn 

meet whatever situation arises,  with 
degnity, fortitude, and unity.

I do not wish to take thf* time of 

the House, but 1 would like just 
refer to the question briefly, why the 
Brazilian amendment was accepted by 

the Indian Delegation It is  for  the 
leader of the Indian Delegation to ex

plain the background, but I would like 
to remind the House that behind tĥ 
acceptance or the  rejection  of 
amendment or a resolution, there li 
always a Tong history, and sometime* 
something has to be accepted, .because 
the alternative would be worse. So far 
as the particular question of fixing the 

date at 9th Februarŷ or something else 
whatever is concerned,  I  think  ii>e 
House will have no doubts as to niir 
ability to reconvene the General As
sembly, the  moment  any  necessltif 
irises. Although there is this big bind

ing factor of consulting the majority, 
which may take a little time, in actua* 
practice, however, it could be called al
most instantly, if the  slightest need 

arose. And I would certainly like to as
sure hon. Members, that so far as  I 
am concerned, not only have  I  got 
Korea in my mird—in fact, how can 

those of us who feel responsible for the 
situation there afford for a moment to 
forget Korea—but the wider issue of 
the reconstruction and rehabilitation of 
Korea, which would follow an:fthing 

that would be dope right  noir,  and 
which is always in our mindA.  sind 
which is one of tne things which. I be
lieve, we all hope for at the earlit̂t 
possible moment. The fact that the situ
ation is threatening in Korea is in it
self a constant challenge to our vigi
lance. and I am sure, that if occasion 
should arise, it would immediately he 
met. so far as India is concerned, with 
the greatest firmness.

I would like to say one word about 

the manner in which our prestige lias 
been raised almost sky-high, througnt 

our troops and our officers in Koreâ 
It is wrong to imply motives to Xhf̂ 
Americans,  when  they  piaise  the? 
troops. Anybody who  has  lived  ii» 
America  knows that  the  American 
temperament is mercurial, it goes ui> 
and down, in such startling fashion, 

that those of us who come from tne 
slower tempo of the East find it difficult 
to understand, and sometimes, we â’e 
left wondering how a  situation  nay 
changed so quickly So. the praise that 
has been given to our troops has been> 
genuine, and I can assufre hon. Menibtiir. 
that the manner in which negotiations 
have  been  conducted  by  General 
Thimmayya, and carried out by our 
troops, has called  for  the  highest 
praise, and for this, I think we ought 
to feel grateful to them.

Acharya Kripalani (Bhagalpur cum 

Purnea): Mr. Deputy Speaker, Sir, the 
hon. Prime Minister has referred to 
the recurring debate on international 
situation and international affairs.  It 
comes in every session of the Parlia
ment.  This is absolutely unusual in 
any country.  Why does this arise m 
our country?  May I submit to  the 
hon. Prime Minister that it arises, bê 
cause the Prime Minister does not con
sult any other party, so far as the 
foreign policy of the country is con
cerned.  If he consulted other xmrties,. 
and his policy were explained to other 
parties, the need for discussing foreign 
affairs  in every  session would not 
arise.  In all democratic countl*ies, the 
foreign policy is not the foreign policy 
of the  Government, but it is the 
foreign policy of the nation, becauip 
it intimately concerns the nation, be- 
caiwe if sometimes when a wrong de
cision is taken on foreign policy, it 
is not the Government  that suffers, 
but the whole  nation.  Therefore, I 
submit that it is absolutely necessary, 
as in other democratic countries, that 
so far as foreign politics are concern
ed.  we  should  always  present a 
national and united front.  And not 
only this, but in other countries,  the 
foreign policy of a nation does not
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change with the change of govei;n“ 
ment» but it is continued. I wish here 
also, it should be so.

The hon. Prime Minister has told us 
that we are reluctantly  drawn into 
world affairs, that we cannot escape 
our responsibility, and that we should 

not escape any responsibility that is 
placed upon us.  But I am afraid that 
sometimes, without measuring our own 
strength, we take responsibilities upon 
ourselves, which we cannot discharge 
to our  satisfaction or to the satis
faction of others  concerned.  I am, 
therefore, glad that the Prime Minister 
said that we repudiate the idea of any 
leadership of nations, whether Asian 
or any other.

About Korea,—I am afraid, though 
our policy of non-alignment with the 
two power blocs is correct, in our de
tailed functioning we often lose sight 
of it.  Long ago, in the last Parlia
ment, I said that it was wrong of us 
to vote with those  who  considered 
North Korea as the aggressor.  North 
Korea  was  only  technically  the 
aggressor; but in reality, as events 
afterwards proved, it was not a fight 
between  North  Korea  and South 
Korea, but a fight between the  two 
power blocs.  Last time, I said that 
our  accepting the  chairmanship of 
K.N.R.C. in Korea was not desirable. 
We knew very well  what the two 
power blocs were thinking, whether 
they would cooperate with us or not— 
jmd events have proved that they have 
not cooperated.  Mr.  Mukerjee has 
given what he considers facts showing 
that the American bloc through Rhee 
has not been  cooperating with the 
N.N.R.C.  But I am sure those inclin
ed to be favourable to the American 
bloc, will give facts and figures which 
will prove that the Chinese and the 
North Koreans,  inspired by Russia, 
have not been cooperating with us in 
the task that we have undertaken.  It 
was very clear that both the sides 
would not play the game. We, there
fore, should not have put ourselves 
forward, or even if we did not put 
#urselv«s forward, we should not have

accepted this commission.  It has un
necessarily put our fine soldiers in an 
awkward situation.

Thfe Prime Minister talked of the 
alliahce between America and Pakis
tan.  I agree with him that we have 
not to be nervous about it.  But I 
am afraid the Congress Party  has 
been going on in a way which indi
cates extreme  nervousness.  Every
body in India knows that this alliance 

is likely to adversely affect us. Every
body in India knows that it will up
set the balance that is being main
tained in Asia.  But I say there is 
no need for being nervous about it 
or for carrying on any violent pro
paganda against a thing which the 

whole nation dislikes, which also our 
neighbours—other nations in Asia dis
like.  Our  Prime  Minister believes 
the Prime Minister of Pakistan, when 
the latter says that it is not a military 
alliance, but is only military aid that 
is contemplated.  But our  Prime 
Minister has rightly said there is very 
little difference between mîtary aid 
and military alliance or the quantity 
of bases.  Bases can be handed over 
at any time.  But when you say that 
military aid is dangerous for a nation, 
I would say economic aid is no less 
dangerous.

An Hon. Member: Much more.

Acharya Kripalani: If our economy 
must depend on foreign aid, I would 
suggest let us get that aid from smaller 
countries.  I do not see any difference 
between military aid aind economic 
aid. A country may get economic aid 
from another country and reserve all 
its revenues for  military purposes. 
Then it would be military aid and not 
merely economic aid.  I am afraid we 
are relying too much upon foreign aid 
for the reconstruction of our economy 
and as soon as  possible, and even 
immediately, we should get out  of 
the meshes of America and England, 
and we must devise such measures 
as would make our economy inde
pendent.

The third topic mentioned by the 
Prime Minister was about colonialism.
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Our Prime Minister says that what is 
happening in some  parts of Africa 

makes us angry.  But it is very well 
iknown that our Prime Minister gets 

angry very soon and cools down very 
soon.  If we are really angry, I be
lieve  that our  association with the 
Commonwealth, which is a congrega
tion of nations of white people, who 
are imperial,—or who at least suffer 
from the disease of racial discrimina
tion,—is humiliating for us.

,5 P.M.

I would say a few  words about 

Kashmir  because  it  is  what  has 
happened in Kashmir that was brought. 

«bout  even  this  America-Pakistan 
pact. The policy that we have follow
ed there has been  from the very 
beginning misconceived. The Kashmir 
Prince had opted for India and  the 
popular  Government had also done 
likewise. And both the Prince and the 
people approached us to help them to 
drive away the marauders from their 
land.  Having done that, I hold that 
we should not have  referred this 
matter to the UNO. V̂e ought to have 
known the  character of the UNO. 
'Then the reference that we made was 
only about the aggression,of Pakistan, 
ibut as the UNO is infested with power 
politics, it did not decide that question; 
it began to  dabble with the other 
'questions of plebiscite which  was a 
matter between us and the people of 
Kashmir, between our Government and 
the Government of Kashmir.  There 
should have been no talk of plebiscite, 

and, even if we talked of plebiscite, it 
was a matter between  us and  the 
people of Kashmir.  No  other coun
try had anything  to do  with  it. 
We  brought  in  Pakistan  and  wo 
brought  in  UNO.  I  submit  that 
was a wrong policy. Even if we talk
ed of it, we should have immediately 
proceeded to hold the  plebiscite.  I 
hold that the accession of Kashmir to 

India is  complete, de jure and de 
facto.  Yet if there is anything  re- 
q̂uired, let the question of accession 
be placed  before  the Constitution 
-Assembly of Kashmir and furnish the 
matter and tell the UNO that  they 
have taken an  unconscionably long 
;time to decide the question that was

referred to them and so far as plebis
cite  is  concerned,  it is a matter 

which the Kashrtiiris had the right to 
decide for themselves.  It is for them 
to say when and how they are going 
to hold the plebiscite.  The UNO is 
out of court and also other nations in
cluding India. They should take their 
own time to decide about the ways 
and means by which they are going to 

have the plebiscite.  ■

The Prime Minister has talked of a 
third force.  He said not the third 
force, but the  third area.  I see no 
difference  except  that of language. 
There are many small nations who 
are as anxious for peace as we  are. 
And, we have been told by the Prime 
Minister, they often vote with us.  It 
is time that we came nearer to these 
people and tried to consolidate that 
area and 'increase it.  It is only thus 
that the peace of the world can, if at 
all, be maintained.  When there  are 
only two areas and two forces that 
are fighting with each other, there is 
very little hope of peace.

I am sure, if, in foreign policy, other 
parties too are taken into confidence, 
the Prime Minister will find that they 
are all with him and support him. So 
far as any threat to this country is 
concerned, we learnt that even with
out arms and ammunition a nation can 
hold high its head, as we did under 
the British, during the time of the last 
war.  The English people wanted to 
force us to join in the war. We refus
ed and we said, not without our con
sent, not unless the affairs of our own 
country are in our hands and the aid 
we give is  regulated by our own 
people.  The “whole of the  British 
Empire  was against  us and it was 
helped by the Allies, who were engag
ed in a life and death struggle against 
the  Nazis  and  against  Japanese 
imperialism.  Yet, because we had 
proper leadership,  even though we 
were an unarmed people, up to the 
end we refused to participate in the 
war and resisted the British. This we 
did without arms, when we were down 
and low. But such resistance requires 
that the spirit of the people be roused 
and enthusiasm created.  The people
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must feel that the Government is doing 
everything in its power to raise the 

condition of the masses, that it stands 

for them, that it has identified itself 
with them in their struggle against 
poverty,  disease and all  they are 
suffering from.  If this is not done, 
you cannot get the proper kind of 
enthusiasm to resist all those forces 

that today are arising in the world 
and that threaten not only our liberty 
but the  liberty of all peace-loving 
people.

Yesterday, I made a  very modest 
suggestion.  I said, 'Release the 117 
prisoners;  put  the parties on their 
honour and tell them that it is their 
business to see that people do not in
dulge in violence’. I said that we shall 
see that the  members of Opposition 
parties exercise their influence and see 
that violence does not arise, that every 
quarrel is settled non-violently as we 
have learnt from the Father  of  the 
Nation.  This modest proposal which 
I made to take away from the statute 
book a law which is a disgrace to the 
nation,  to  democracy,  even  this 
moderate  suggestion  was  brushed 

aside. When our Home Minister talks 
in the House he does not show the 
least regret for having to use extra
ordinary laws.  But, he seems to de
light in using them. I say, Sir, this is 
not the way to mobilise the spiritual 
and moral strength of the nation. We 
are all very anxious to cooperate with 
you but you want to do everjrthing 
through your powerful majority.  I 
find that in this  House there is a 
steam-roller. Whatever the Opposition 
may say, even if it is most reasonable, 
that is brushed aside  because the 
majority is with the Government.  I 
say, many times that  majority  is 
absolutely artificial.  I am sure  if 
there had been a free vote today, so 
far as the lawless law is concerned, 
many  Congressmen may have been 
found to vote with the Opposition.

Several Hon. Members: No, no.

Acharya Kripalani: I am sorry  I 
gave you more credit than you do to 
yourselves.  I thought that you were

lovers of liberty and freedom as you 
were known to be, in former days, 

when we were fighting for our liberty; 
but I ̂ m very sorry for you.  In spite 
of tĥ ‘No’ of a few people, I am sure 
there are many in the Congress who> 
do not like these things.

Shri Raghuramaiah: When Acharya 
Kripalani rose to speak, I looked for
ward, on this occasion more especially 
for his unstinted support not only for 
the basic principles  of our foreign 
policy but also on the two or three 
vital matters referred to by the Prime 
Minister.  I was a little disappointed, 
in particular, when he said that on the 
Korean issue, we should not  have 

perhaps undertaken the responsibilities 
which we have. I always thought that 
the proudest thing which we have done 
is to have undertaken the work of 
the Repatriation Commission and also 
the custody of the prisoners of war. 
As a matter of fact, if we had not done* 
that, considering that the very pattern 
of the interim Korean solution is based 
on the original Indian resolution, we 
would have been accused of shirking; 
the responsibility that follows from 
the fact that we were ourselves the 
sponsors of the solution.  And, if we 
had run away from that point of duty, 
we would have been criticised as being 
nlet'e dimmers, idealists and paciflsta. 
As I said the proudest thing that ŵ* 
have done is to have taken upon our

selves that responsibility and the way 
it is  acknowledged in British  and 
American circles is really gratifying 
to many of us, who have followed the 
foreign policy of this country closely..

You must have. Sir, read recently 
d statement by about 30 Members of 
the  British  Parliament  under the - 
caption ‘Waging Peace’, signed by such 
leading Members of the British Parlia
ment as Fenner  Brockway and Mrs. 
Laski.  They have said that India has : 
set herself as an example and that 
hers is the only voice of peace in this 
otherwise distracted world of hostility.
I shall quote one sentence, which I 
think we should all remember.  They/ 
said___
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Acharya Kripalani: It  is  a  mis
fortune to quote them here.

Shri Ragrhuramaiah: When we have 
the misfortune of our own brothers 
attacking us—it is a great misfortune— 
we have to tell our brothers what 
others at least think of us.  It  is 
really a  misfortune, I agree.  The 
Members of the  British Parliament 

said that recently a voice has been 
heard speaking on the Korean issue in 
a mood of peace; it has been the voice 
of India.  They point out to India as 
an  illustrious  example to follow. 
They urge:

“At all costs the voice of Britain 
shall be as  independent as the 
voice of India has recently been”.

You must have also read Sir in the 
Press a recent statement made by Mr. 
Alexander  Smith,  a  Republican 
Senator.  He said at a Press Con
ference that he was one of those who 
unfortunately was under a prejudice 
against Pandit Nehru that he was a 
pro-Communist and that after he had 
had a talk with Pandit Nehru, and 
after he had closely followed Pandit 
Nehru's foreign policy, hê had found 
that he (Mr. Smith) was totally and 
utterly misled. So, the Senators of the 
United States—some of whom possi
bly belong to the McCarthian group— 
are also coming to realise slowly that 
India is not a stooge of any group and 

that it has its own independent, digni
fied foreign policy.  It is perhaps this 
realisation that India cannot be sub
ordinated  to  anybody  that  is 
responsible for the sponsoring of the 
military  aid to  Pakistan.  As  a 
matter of fact, offering of military aid 
to Asiatic Nations is not new.  We 
know that in 1952, a similar aid was 
offered to Indonesia under a mutual 
security pact.  The aid was accepted 
and the pact was concluded, but then 
the people realised—as we do hope 
the people of Pakistan will similarly 
one day  realise—that it would be a 
tremendous  folly and a  historical
blunder to accept  such aid.  The
moment public opinion began to assert 
itself on those lines the Cabinet there 
had to resign.  We do hope, with all

the best wishes that we have  for * 
Pakistan, that the people in Pakistan ► 
too will realise that it will be a simi
lar folly and blunder to accept sum 
aid.  It does not look that Pakistan 
is in a mood to listen to us, but we 
have to do our duty.  As the Prime 
Minister pointed out it is not a question 
of Pakistan alone being interested in 
this.  The whole of Asia is interested. 
It is very gratifying to hear the Prime 
Minister this afternoon  agreeing to • 
have  frequent  consultations  with 
some of the Asiatic Powers.  I would 
most respectfully suggest that in this 
vital matter when such a grave and 

portentous step is  being taken  we 
should call for a conference, at any 
rate of such of the Asiatic Powers as 
would be interested in protesting or in 
making their opinions  felt on this 
vital matter.  As I said already it is 
not a private matter of Pakistan.  It 
affects the well-being of all of us— 
Indonesia, Ceylon, Burma and so many 
other countries.  I am told, some of 
the Middle Eastern countries also are 
hostile to this idea of foreign aid to 
Pakistan.  It is therefore most appro
priate that we should organise here in 
New Delhi, as we have done in the 
case of the Indonesian independence, a 
conference of all Asiatic Powers  to 
take counsel together, and assert the 
common voice of Asia in this matter. 
It is also indisputable that the propos
ed pact introduces an  element  of 
urgency in our own defence works. I 
am not, of course, one of those who 
would like that we should get panicky 
about this, but a  sense of realism 
impels everyone of us to be alert. Sir, 
my information is—I am of course 
subject to correction—that it was at 
the instance of  Pakistan that the 
United States has offered this military 
aid.  United States might have had— 
and I am told it has had—the idea of 
offering this aid even as early as the 
days of our Independence, but it had 
to be dropped then because  of  the 
fear of public opinion in Asia.  The 
Truman Administration would not go 
ahead with it. But now that circum
stances have changed, and Pakistan 
itself has thought it fit to ask for this 
aid, we have to get  ready for all 
eventualities. As I said, I do not want
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to be alarmistic, but we cannot shut 
our eyes to facts.  We have got to 
step up our defences and be prepared 
for all eventualities.  I am not one of 
. those who would like an armament 
. race.  Neither is it advisable, nor is 

it feasible in our present economic 
situation, but an armament race  is 
-quite different from strengthening up 
vour defences and tightening up  our
> borders, and that, Sir, we should do. 
If Pakistan has asked for this aid,
• certainly it has an ulterior motive 
and we have got to be prepared for 
it.

In the end, I would like to emphasise 
♦that the foreign policy of a country is 
only appreciated when it successfully 
»passes through the stresses and strains 
of time and criticism.  This is one of 
those  trying times for otir foreign 
policy.  It is easy for us to look back 
and say that we should have done this 
or we should. have done that. If we 
had  not  followed  this  policy of 
-̂dynamic  neutrality  in International 
counsels, we would have been  today 
one of the stooges of one of the foreign 
powers.  If we have gained respect 
and esteem in the  counsels of the 
'World, if today—as the President of 
the  General  Assembly,  Shrimati 
Vijayalakshmi Pandit, whom we are 
fortunate to have in our midst today, 
said—every nation in Africa or Asia 
is looking forward to India as one of 
the great hopes of the future, it  is 
because  of  this  dynamic,  neutral, 
independent, foreign policy we  are 
pursuing. It is natural that people get 
jealous of that position.  It is natural 
that they try to put so many obstacles 
on our path, obstacles, of which the 
Pakistan-United States proposed pact 
is but a symbol and do so many other 
things to divert us from our path. It 
is only by keeping to the straight path 
and remaining constant in our policy 
that we can hope to see the final ful- 
•̂fUment of our policy.

I would  therefore  most heartily 
press my amendi«3nt, which supports 
the foreign policy pursued by  our 
leader* and I hope every hon. Mem- 
Jber of the House, whether he belongs

to this side or the other, will, in this 
crucial hour, accept it and give their 

unstinted support to it.

Shri Venkataraman (Tanjore): Mr. 
Deputy-Speaker,  after  the  Prime 

Minister and the  President of  the 
United Nations General Assembly have 

spoken, there is very little for people 
on this side of the House to add (Inter
ruption) it is only to enlighten  the 
Members on the other side, to give 
certain factual details which the leader 
of the House, in the course of  his 
elaborate survey of the world situation 
could not give merely on account of 
lack of time.  Therefore, I venture to 
seek the indulgence of thî House to 

give me a patient hearing.

Sir, in the  course of his speech. 
Professor Mukerĵe dealt with the old 
theme of the Commonwealth being a 
hindrance to Indians  foreign policy. 
He thought that the membership of 
the Commonwealth was something of 

the nature of a  shackle, that  our 
'membership of the Commonwealth in
volved our  voting for a particular 
nation  or  following a  particular
pattern. Having sat in the third com
mittee of the United Nations General 
Assembly recently, I thought I might 
give a few instances of the way in 
which we have votod vis a vis the 
way the  commonwealth and  other 
countries voted.  Sir, on the question 
of self-determination, India sponsored 
a resolution. It was supported by the 
Soviet Union and the United  States. 
United Kingdom and Commonwealth 
voted against us.  On the question of 
the inclusion of the Federal Article in 
the Human Rights  covenants, India 
and the United States and the United 
Kingdom voted together.  The Soviet 
Union voted against us.  Then, again* 
coming to the people’s right to petition 
VJnited Nations in respect of viola- 

tlofw of human rights, India and the 
African countries, and Arab and Asian 
countries  voted  in  favour,  and a 
strange combination of bed-fellows, the 
United Kingdom, the  United States 
and the Soviet Union voted against 
us. It is, therefore, quite obvious that
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the line that India takes in interna
tional affairs is not conditioned either 
by her membership of the Common
wealth or by her association with the 
Commonwealth  countries in  certain 
matters. It is well known and it has 
been repeated in this House, as else
where, that on every issue, we bring 

to bear an independent judgment and 
we make up our minds on what is 
right. We have never been influenced 
by, “who has brought forward a pro
position and what exactly  are  the 
repercussions on the political, personal 
and other relationship” in taking any 
line in the United Nations.  Our inde
pendent foreign policy has been abso
lutely exemplified in every one of the 
matters in which we participated in 
the United Nations, and the indepen
dent stand we took in respect of each 
of them.

Sir, the next point I would like to 
deal with is about colonialism. There 
is not much of criticism in this coun
try,  much  less in  this  House,  of 
the stand that we take in support of 
the peoples who are under colonial 
domination.  But there is considerable 
criticism against India abroad in res
pect of the policy that she pursues 
with regard to the people who are 
under the domination of the colonial 
and metropolitan powers.  It is often 
said why is it that India assumes on 
herself the role of a righteous arbi

trator, the role of the good Samaritan; 
why it is that she does not confine 
herself to her own problems and leave 
others to themselves.  The answer is 
simple.  Having ourselves been under 
colonial domination and having our
selves fought for liberation by going 
to jail and otherwise, we  appreciate 
emotionally much better than  other 
people can do intellectually, the same 
aspirations that are welling up in the 
hearts of those people who are subject 
to colonial domination. When actually 
a person like Michael Scott or when 
the people of Puerto Rico or the people 
from the Central African territories 
who are now sought to be brought 
under the central African federation 
come and make representations to the 
Indian  delegation  in  the  United 
Nations, we feel a sympathy for them

which it is impossible for othef coun
tries which have not gone through 
the process of slavery, of serfciom, of i 
colonial domination  and exploitation, 
to feel intellectually. That is why. Sir, 
India has always taken and, t am quite 
sure it will continue to take, the lead 
in respect of the liberation  of  the 
colonial peoples of this world.

The third point which I would Jike 
to deal with is about the Indo-Pakistan 
relationship.  There is also criticism 
abroad, not so much here, that India 
is trying to arrogate to herself the 
position of domination in Asia.  ‘She 
wants to tell the world what exactly 
should be done in Asia and she has M 
right, no business, to do that/  The 
Prime Minister has very clearly stated 
that at no time did India ever pretend 
to tell the world what should be done 
in Asia, but it is the Asian countries, 
on the other hand, who have always 
turned round to India for leadership 
in the sense that they need guidance, 
advice or assistance.

Now, in the matter of assistanoe—‘ 
this military aid to Pakistan—I will ̂ 
briefly deal with public opinion in 
other  parts of  Asia.  The  Prime • 
Minister, in the course of his speech, 
said that a number of countries have 
protested against this aid, the proposed 
Pakistan-U.S. pact.  I  wish to give 
some details of it.  I am not aware of ' 
the reactions of the chancelleries and • 
courts and the  official opinion  of ' 
Governments, but I have  collected 
fairly exhaustively the opinions of the ' 
Press in several countries when they 
heard of the news of the Pakistan- 
United States military alliance.  Be
fore I come to that, I would like to 
state that so far as the United States 
is concerned,  their object in giving 
military aid to Pakistan seems to be to 
strengthen a ring of defence against- 
the Soviet Union in Asia.  It may be 
offence or defence, according to one's 
conception.  It is said to be a ring of " 
defence.  Turkey has already granted 
bases. After Mossadeq’s fall, Iran has 
more or less  agreed to follow the 
United States’ lead. Now, coming east
wards, Japan is militarised.  Formosa 
is being m̂itarised.  South Korea is
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equipped, and  Thailand is already 
with the United States in every one 
of the steps  that she i,akes.  The 
United  States’  assistance rto French 
Indo-China in favour of Viet Nam is 
another link in the chiin of whart they 
‘ call the defence ring.  There is only
• one missing link, and that is Pakistan.

An Hon. Member: :Tu]?key?

Shri  Venkataraman: Turkey  has 
already been included. Therefore, the 
point now is. in order to complete the 
circle or the ring round the  Soviet 
Union and other countries, the United 
States necessai*ily thinks in terms of 
helping Pakistan so that ‘the link in 
. the chain may be filled.

Now, let us see what Pakistan thinks 
about it.  It is not Impossible for us to 
find out what ̂passes in the minds of 
other people, much' less in the minds 
of other countries. 'Bot I have a re
port in the New York Times dated 
22nd November, 1953, despatched by 
the columnist, John P Callahan, and 
: this is what he says:

“Actually, Pakistan is more in
dined  to  build  her  niilitary 
strength as a bargaining factor in 
pealing  with India on Kashmir 
issue than as a defence against 
other  countries  induding  the 
.Soviet Union. "This is a common 
admission ̂ privately expressed.’*

So, the object with which Pakistan de
sires to take the aid from "the TJnited 
States appears to be totally different 
from the object with which  United 
' States tries to give the Aid to Pakistan. 
But whatever it is, all the courttries of 
Asia have expressed themselves very 
bitterly against the proposed rilTiance. 
I shall refer only to a few cftmmentg. 
Before I comc to Asian countries, it is 
perhaps good to refer to one of the 
» Commonwealth countries, because the 
» opposition always seems to think that 

the Commonwealth is  the  greatest 
bane of our foreiĵn policy.

The ’'Ottawa Citizen” in an articlê 
dated the 8th of December states:

“United  States  may have to 
ĉhoose between India's friendship 
' and Air bases in Pakistan. Surely 
Washington would be guilty of a 
great  error if  it  invited  the 

hostility of Asia’s  largest non
Communist  State in  return for 
military bases of debatable value 
if their ijurpose is to help to avert 
war.’*  '

Then, it goes on to say:

‘‘Moreover, the move must in
evitably alarm both Soviet Union 
and  America’s  Allies.... Here 
again is an instance where  the 
United States has taken a major 
step of concern to all its allies 
without consulUtion.**

So that,  even the Commonwealth 
countries are not very happy over the 
proposed alliance.

Now, let us look at the reaction in 
Indonesia.  The Chinese Daily “Sini 
Po’*, dated  the 20th of November, 
states as follows:

“The  United States move  in 
wooing Pakistan is encouraged by 
the recent developments in  Iran 
following thie overthrow of the 
Mossadiq  Government  With 
Iran safe the United States is now 
planning to entice  Pakistan ‘a 
missing link’ in its defence chain 
round Asia.

The paper reminded Pakistan to 
take heed of  Premier  Nehru’s 
warning to Asian nations not  to 
allow themselves to be used as 
stooges by Western powers.  The 

U.S.-Pakistan  military  alliance 
would bring the cold war on the 
very threshold of India.**

There is similar comment by “Berit”, 
another journal of Indonesia.
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I shall refer to comments in Bagdad, 
Iraq.  “A1 Akbar”. Bagdad, dated the 
22nd November states as follows:

“We trust that Pakistan  will 

not be lured into this net of de
fence  pacts.  We  hope she will 
adhere to the policy of neutrality 
like her neighbour India sharing 
the feeling of all Asian Nations 
for  neutrality  in  international 
affairs and strengthening the third 
force or Arab-Asian Bloc.’'

Now, let me refer to opinion  in 

3urma.  The “New Times” of Burma, 
dated 14th November states:

“Should the military bases plan 
materialise from  these reported 
discussions, new fields of tension
would be opened in Asia___The
establishment of American bases 
will in no way solve the complex 
problem of Pakistan and Asia.*'

Then, Sir, I will refer only to opinion 
in another  country, our neighbour 
Ceylon. Thfs is what “Trine’' a Ceylon 
weekly, dated the  19th November, 
.*says: ‘

'‘What is the  meaning to be 
attached to such deceptive family 
ties?  For  Pakistan to  becomc 
NATO’S cousin would mean her 
joining along with such (I shall 
omit the adjective, it will not be 
fair) as Dr. Rhee’s Korea, Franco’s 
Spain and Papago's Greece, in the 
chain of military bilateral pacts.”

This is the reaction in almost all the 
countries.  I have also with me some 
opinion from Egypt, from Afghanistan 
and so on which I have not the time 
to read.  Now the whole point is this. 
All the people and every section of 
public opinion in Asia and in Africa 
is against such a military pact  and 
alliance.  It  is  not  that  India im 
worried.  It is not as if that India, as 
they say, is on the pins; really the 
whole of Asia and the whole of Arab 
countries and Africa are so much con- 
•cerned about the  future peace  of 
Asia and Africa and even though they 
are not even remotely connected—and

they are not neighbours by any stretch 
of imagination,—they  have violently 
protested against this alliance.  I am 
sure that public opinion in the Arabi 
African and Asian countries will assert 

itself and if there is still time to re
consider the position  Pakistan and 
more so the United States Govern
ment, will do that.  It is not right, it 
is not good, even for the United States 
to  throw  a  spanner  into  the 
harmonious  working of the Asian- 
African countries and try to create a 
sort of bitterness amongst themselveŝ 
because the very objective of preserv
ing peace which they say impels them 
to have this alliance would be frustrate 
ed by the very alliance itself.

Now, Sir, I have  only to make a 
brief  reference to  Korea before I 
finish.  In Korea our troops are in a 
very difficult position.  The  Prime 
Minister referred to the dates. At the 
end of ninety  days, that is today, 
explanations cease.  That is accordiîg 
to the terms of the agreement which 
is an annexure to the Armistice Agree
ment.  Then, at the end of thirty 
days—these  are  the  words:  “the
Neutral Nations  Repatriation  Com
mission shall declare relief from the 
prisoner of war  status to civilian 
status.” The words are “declare relief 
from prisoner of war status to  the 
civilian status”.  It has been inter
preted by the United States and it is 
supported by the  United Kingdom, 
that this means actually that at the 
end of 120 days, that is on the 22nd 
January  1954, the  United Nations 
Command has got the right to take 
charge of all these prisoners and say 
you are no longer prisoners of war and 
that you have become civilians. Now, 
it is very easy to imagine and  to 
picture or to write in a paper that the 
United Nations Command will  take 
charge and declare them as civilians. 
But actually when they try to do that 
and when 25,000 prisoners are still 
involved, that itself will be the start
ing point for  conflagration.  It  is, 
therefore, all the more necessary that 
both the United  Nations and  the 
parties tQ the dispute should find a 
solution to this problem before the
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22nd January 1954.  If the commands 

do not find a solution before that date 

it looks more probable that there will 
be a recrudescence of fighting in that 
area rather than peace or continuation 

of armistice.

So far as India is concerned, we have 

offered that we will continue to hold 
charge of the prisoners even after the 
date, provided we are requested to do 
80, and it is for the other nations to 
make up their minds whether  they 
would opt for war, opt for trouble or 
opt for the suggestion made by India.

Sir, I wholeheartedly endorse  the 
policy of the Government in respect of 
external affairs.

Dr.  N.  B. Khare (Gwalior): Mr. 
Chairman, it has  become  a fashion 
with this Government to discuss their 
foreign policy in every session of the 

House and get its rubber stamp.  On 
account of its constant repetition, it 
has  already  become a very tame 
affair.  I am not very much enthused 
over it.

Sir, the Prime Minister in his speech, 
has referred mainly to three items: 
one is Korea, the second is colonialism 
and the third, the last, but not the 
least the US-Pakistan pact for military 

aid.

In regard to Korea I am not at all 
happy or proud about the part which 
our people are playing there. We are 
playing practically the part of pall
bearers or murdafarosh with the big 
bosses.  And the sooner we come out 
from there the better.  That is my 
only comment on Korea.

About  colonialism,  no doubt the 
world is yet full of colonialism. Some 
of it is still in India in evidence and 
also mainly in Africa and other parts 
of the world like  British Guiana. 
When referring to colonialism I admir
ed the Prime Minister for the spirit of 
anger which he displayed against it. 
But the next moment his ardour cool
ed down. I quite understand; it is not 
his fault; it is the fault of all of us. 
Not only is he responsible for the

weakness, but we are also responsible*. 

But having said that, I must say that 
we can do certain things as a mark of 
protest against this colonialism and 
itŝ  continuance in a ruthless and 
bloody form as it is going on in Kenya 
under the  British.  In  Kenya the 

Kikuyus are being mass-murdered by 
the British power.  In South Africâ 
Britain is conniving at, if not openly 
supporting, the racial policy of that 
barbarous country.  And in  British 
Guiana also it is Britain which is, 
responsible for dismissing that Prime 
Minister  who is  begging for help̂ 
throughout the country.  I know  we 
cannot do much in these matters. We 
have no power.  Because, the way in 
which we have earned our freedomi 
has not yet strengthened us.  And it 
is not anybody’s fault.  But we can 
do a little thing in justification of our 
self-respect.  That little thing is that 
we can dissociate from all such peoplê 
all such colonial powers which  are- 
committing  these sins in this world: 
like the murder of Kikuyus in Kenya. 
We  ought to feer  ashamed of our 
association with such powers. I would 
therefore  suggest  most respectfully 
that  whatever may be the commit
ments, we should take a decision ini 
vindication of our  self-respect  and 
consideration for humanity, the  de
cision of opting out from the British 
Commonwealth as quickly as we cark 
possibly do.

But, Sir, I do not know whether we- 
will be able to do it, because in spite* 
of our Republican status and Republi
can citizenship  we still continue  to 
be  regarded as British  subjects. 
That may be the reason when we dis
cuss ........(Intemiption).

The Deputy Minister of Food  and 
Agriculture (Shri M. V. Krishnappa)r

You think so!

Dr. N. B. Khare: Obviously.  I wilt 
give you proof as I am challenged.  I 
am not without my book. Here is the 
latest proof. Don’t be impatient. This- 
is a letter “No. F.21-69/51-U.K.,—Gov
ernment  of  India,  Ministry  of 
External Affairs,  New Delhi, dated
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10th November, 1963.  Subject: Status 
of Indian citizens under the British 
Nationality Act, 1949.—I am directed 

to say that under section 1(1) of the 
British Nationality Act of 1949, a citi
zen of India is also a British subject 
for the purposes of British law.  The 
position has remained unchanged even 
after India became a Republic.-—Sign

ed K. P. Menon, for Under Secretary”.

Now, swallow it  and keep quiet. 
Therefore what I say is this.  Our 
foreign policy that we talk about is 

not foreign policy.  Because we have 
not got a Foreign  Ministry at  all. 
Our Ministry is called External Affairs 
Ministry.  So it is the policy of Ex
ternal Affairs, and for reasons which 
I have mentioned just now.

Then Sir, referring to this unholy 
U.S.-Pak pact for military aid I must 
say that there is no doubt the talk of 
this pact and the  prospect of the 
certainty of its coming into existence 
has created tension not only in India 
but in our  neighbouring  friendly 
countries also and in other parts of 
the world.  As "the  Prime Minister 
rightly said, if Pakistan as an inde
pendent nation can enter into any pact 
or sell herself if sĥ likes, similarly 
we too as an independent nation have 
got a right to consider this pact from 
the angle of vision as to how it will 
affect us and the safety of our country 
and the safety of our millions.

On account of the transfer of power, 
on account of the method in which 
transfer of power took place—it took 
place  by  your  collaboration  and 
collusion with British imperialism and 
the  Muslim  League—Pakistan was
born. We are responsible for the birth 
of Pakistan.  And we have tried our 
level best to cultivate its friendship. 
We have not succeeded, and we are 
not going to succeed till Doomsday in 
our endeavour, howsoever sincerely we 
might try; because Pakistan was con
ceived, was bom, and is functioning on 
the hatred of India.  We can never 
escape this fact. Always remember it. 
And how has Pakistan behaved?  It 
has never concealed its intention and 
has proclaimed to the world that *'we 

665 P.S.D.

have accepted Pakistan only as spring
board to pounce upon India”. We can

not forget it.

Shri Velayudhan (Quilon cum Mave- 
likkara—Reserved—Sch.  Castes): But 
they say that about India.

Dr. N. B. Khare: In  spita  of all 
these  pronouncements of theirs w0 
have helped them in overy possible 
way.  We have  carried on endless 
talks with them and arc still carrying 
on the same endeavour.  We are not 
going to succeed.  I am really  very 
much surprised at the pathetic faith 
our Prime Minister has in Pakistan 
and its leaders and in its bona fldes. 
When Mr. Mahomed Ali, the Pakistan 
Premier was  here to  talk  about 
Kashmir and other matters very re
cently, it reminded me of a line from 
Milton:

‘His tongue  dropped manna*,
while he concealed the (American)
dagger under his sleeve.

Yet we have faith in them  and  we 
are not ashamed of proclaiming it. 
That is why when the Prime Minister 
talked about the agreements in regard 
to Kashmir, I burst out ‘*Scrap them"*, 
because I could not contain myself. 
(An hon. Member: You never do.) 

In  spite of all these happenings  in 
Pakistan, which is our creation, and 
although we know it has committed 
genocide, we still continue to pursue 
its friendship, which will oe always 
fruitless.  This will be a will-o’-the- 
wisp, never to be realised. Never for
get it.

This  relationship of  ours with 
Pakistan and what is happening there 
and about it reminds me of a  great 
puranic story.  Our puranas are  a 
great store-house of learning.  It re
minds me of the story of Gk>d Shankar 
and  his  creation  Bhasniasura. 
Shankar created Bhasmasura and con
ferred upon him boon after boon and 
made him so powerful that ultimately 
Bhasmasura sought to destroy his own
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master and benefactor.  Shankar was 
Bhola.  So also our Congress Prime 

Minister is  Bhola  Shankar.  But 
Shankar, when it came to tĥ point of 
hU own destruction at the hands of 
his own creation, Bhasmasura, had to 
run for his safety to God Vislinu, who 
was a politician—and a cunning one 
at that.  He was Vishnu as well  as

Ohanshyam, that is as blue bJack  as
the clouds.  Sir, Vifhnu the Ghan- 
shyam saved him.  Similarly, in this 
condition of affairs, when there  is 
a great danger,—I am not panicky at 

all, I am not afraid of fighting even, 
nor am I afraid of war because I hold 
that in spite of all the  efforts for 
peace, war, just as pestilence, cholera, 
plague, famine, is a biological neces
sity.  I believe in the philosophy of 
Nietzsche.  I am not anxious for war; 
I am oiUy enunciating the philosophy 
of it, how to look upon war. With  all
your efforts, I am sure the world will
never succeed in banning war.  I am 
sure about it. I do not want it; but I 
am siire of it.  Therefore, if this 
Government wants to save itself from 
the prospective  danger of Pakistan, 
arising out of the recent pact with 
US, it will have to  reorientate its 
polipy completely.  Just as God Siva 
went to Vishnu for help, this Congress 
Government will have to come to the 
Hindu Mahasabha for help, absolutely, 
I say really.̂

Some Hon. Members: God forbid.

Pr. N. B. HLhare: Otherwise, there 
is no hope for this country; it will go 
to rack and ruin if they don’t come. 
That is my  conviction.  I am not 

ashamed of it; I have a right to tell 
that even to the Prime Minister.  I 
am saying it in all conscience for the 

safety and progress of this country, 
not for anything else,,

The best thing to  do will be to 
withdraw the Kashmir case from the 
UNO because after all, Pakistan is 
entering into all this pact for the sake 
of Kashmir. There is no secret about 
it.  You must adopt the policy and 
programme of the Hindu Maha Sabha. 
I do not want to go into details.  I 

Rive got the details; they are all well

known and I would not worry the 
House with all that.

Our Chanakya was a great politician.

An l̂on. Member: Not greater than 
you are.

Dr. N. B, Khare: Thank you for the 
compliment.  His  advice  to  the 
politicians  was,  if  you  have  a 
neighbour who is hostile, as Pakistan 
is, every country, which is friendly to 
your hostile neighbour or his friends, 
is your enemy  and every country 
which is an enemy of  your hostile 
neighbour or his friends is your pros
pective friend.  I am sure there is a 
deep game of America in this proposed 
pact.  They want to secure bases,— 
in spite of all denials. I do not believe 
them—to make war on or imperii the 
safety of Spviet Russia which is our 
neighbour as well as the neighbour of 
Pakistan.  I am sure Soviet Russia 
will make efforts to acquire our friend
ship.  Our Prime Minister said that 
we should have friendship for  all 
nations.  I agree with him in that 
matter.  Very rarely it happens; in 
this oase, I agree. If Russia offers her 
hand of friendship to us,—we do *iot 
succumb to her, we dp not need a pact 
for her aid or her arms—̂her friend
ship we must cultivate.  It would be 
greatly useful.  Why should you be 
afraid of  Russia as a  Communist 
country?  I am not a Communist, I 
am a Hindu Maha Sabhaite. I am not 
going to be a Communist, I am not 
afraid of Communists; they are not a 
bug bear to me.  Even against Hitler, 
did not our  Western  democracies 
America and England  make friends 
with Russia, to fight Hitler? They did 
not become  totalitarian or SatelliteB. 
I am sure we cannot  maintain our 
neutrality.  The time will come when 
our neutrality will be neutralised.  If 
that happens, then, we shall have to 
look upon our friends.  In that case, 
certainly we can regard Russia as our 
friend, and even  China.  We  are 
after all, all Asiatics, and big countries. 
I  think  that  the visit  of  the 
Russian Health Minister to the capital, 
as well as the visit of  the Deputy 
Health Minister of China, as well as
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the Trade pact with Russia which has 

recently been signed, which was never 
done before, as well as the visit of so 
many cultural  missions is a portent 
that Russia is trying to woo our friend
ship. We may Rive  our  friendship. 
There is no harm in it.  There is no 
danger that we shall  become Com
munists.

From all these angles, I have placed 
whatever ideas I had in a very crude 
form, unpleasant it may also be. But, 
remember,  ultimately Vishnu saved 
Shiva and t̂e Hindu Mahasabha will 
save the Congress from this danger.

ftttttiari Annie Mascarene (Trivand

rum):  Mr.  Chairman,  we on this
side  have  often  differed  and 
sometimes  strongly  with  the 
Government's solution of our internal 
problems.  We have  criticised  and 
sometimes  bitterly  their solutions 
leading to our economic salvation. We 
have condiemned and without mercy 
their  rules  and  regulations  and 
security laws relating to citizenship in 
India. These are incidental to modern 
democracy and the  results of  the 
exigencies of party politics.  But, I 
ask, Sir, is there a single soul in India 
who is not in perfect agreement with 
the nation’s external policy of inter
national friendship and neutrality?

The storm of revolutions has dis
turbed the equilibrium of international 
temperament and the conquest of time 
and space has led  to technological 
revolutions.  Imperialism, capitalism 
and racial discrimination have created 

conflicting  politics. But  throughout 
all this, India stood firmly with our 
moral maxims of international justice 
that every nation in the world has the 
right of self-determination, and that 
international problems can be solved 
by discussion and  compromise, and 
that the welfare of the nationr. lies in 
the core of world politics.  India has 
contributed to the international code 
of morality, equity, justice and good 
conscience.  She has upheld the weak 
against the strong and with respect to 
the deciding questions which are  in 
dilute, she has prevailed upon the 
nations  of  the  world  to respect 
impartiality.  This  she has clearly

proved in her undertaking to settle 

the Korean peace question. This she 
has more than once enunciated when 
she presided over the  destinies of 
nations in the UKO.  The time  has 
come for us to believe that the status 
of India has risen above the sftatus of 
all the other nations in the world.  I 
have had occasions to gratify myself. 
At the time  when I  was passing 
through Eastern  Europe, everybody 
that I came across told me that they 
are looking up to India for inspiration. 
They hold with great admiration and 
respect the peace policy of India, and 
our Prime Minister. When tlie women 
representatives of 70 countries gather
ed at Copenhagen, they looked up to 
India and Indian women for inspira
tion to work for world peace.

6 P.M.

We have very clearly decided  the 
tenets of our foreign policy an(̂ that 
has been exemplifled in our, dealiniEi 
with the Korean question. We appre
ciate the meritorious services rendered 
by  General  Thimayya  and  hi« 
colleagues. We know what the Korean 
peace settlement has cost i*fl.  We 
also know that there is a subterranean 
machinery of provacateurs to undo the 
work of Greneral Thimayya, but our 
General  rose  equal to the occasion 
and handled situations in a manner 
worthy of our nation, thanks to the 
Indian character that can bloom and 
perfume in any soil, thanks to the 
philosophy that is the basic structur# 
of Indian character that is age-long.

’It: tw  ̂I 
fsTT̂TTT:  ?̂sr:  It'

Friend of all, hating none, rid of I and 
mine, forgiving and poised alike  in 
pain and pleasure—that had been the 
very foundation of Indian character, 
irrespective of caste, creed and reli
gion.  That is, Sir, a quotation from 
the Bhagwad Gita, the spiritual gospel 
of the Indian nation.

Pakistan is the twin-sister of India. 
We are  closely  related by l?iood. 
history, geography and tradition, wd 
it was a great pleasure to aie tĥl̂ 
coming closer towards Jndia recently, 
but this relation, though for the time
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being  is  under  the  intrigue  of 
foreigners, I do not think that dollar 
intoxication or gunpowder plots  can 
mislead Pakistan for long.  She will 
realise, let us hope, soon that this is 
a trammel of danger, and that she will 
shake it off like the dust of her feet.

The two Prime Ministers met very 
recently.  The  people of the two 
countries felt  gratified that the re
lationship was  becoming closer and 
firmer, and  perhaps, Sir, if it had 
continued,  I  think  the  Kashmir 

question which has been a headache 
for India for ever so long could have 
been easily solved. We say about lazy 
people that Satan finds work for the 
lazy, and therefore we have to suffer 
the consequences  of that friendship 
very soon.  Had the friendly relation
ship continued, perhaps the two Prime 
Ministers would have redeemed the 
East and solved the problems of the 
East and the  Paradise  of the East 

would have been gained.  But then 
came the serpant to coil round the 
stem of giant trees to tempt Eve into 
adulterous relations.

During the last one century, accord
ing to an American  writer, there 
were 3,080  wars,  but in the 12th 
century there were only 72 wars. War 
seems to have increased in this age. 
That recalls to my mind the history of 
Europe. When Asoka was writing his 
edicts of  peace,  when the Indian 
character had steeped itself in to the 
swbUme  tranquillity  of  Yôa. peace 
marauders were sweeping over Europe 
with a congenital  taste for blood. 
That tendency, that congenital desire 
seems to survive today in the West, 
and we the Easterners have to bear 
the brunt of it.  The argument for 
Pak-U.S.A.  military  relationship  is 
that it is for the security of Pakistan. 
I wish to examine that question. The 
U.S.A. gave military security to South 
Korea.  What  happened?  Over a 
million men, women and children were 
killed, their cities were destroyed, and 
this was  followed  up by a trade 
blockade to  starve  thousands  of 
people, a very fine way of safeguard

ing democracy in the world!  They 

have got their military aid to Formosa. 
What is happening to China, as a re

sult of this? China is. facing a menace. 
The U.S.A. has got its bases all over 
the world, and the preparations are 

ready at Alaska—so say the visitors 
from America—to blow off U.S.S.R., in 
no time. The only missing link, as one 

of the speakers has pointed out, was 
Pakistan, which would help them to 
threaten India on one side, and  the 
U.S.S.R. on the other.  I believe my 

hon. friend Shrimati Vijaya Lakshmi 
when she says that the Americans have 
no expansionist or imperialist policy, 
but I believe that they want world 
leadership.  They want to dominate 
over the world and exploit the nations 
of the world.  They do not want any 
other nation to come up.  They fear 
that the moral status of India» and 
the basic structure of India will some 
day vie with their machinations in 
the East and the Middle East.

. The hon. Prime Minister said that 
we need not take up the leadership 
of the East and the Middle East. I do 
not believe that. We have got a moral 
duty to  organise  the Arab-Asian 
countries on a peace basis, so as to 
form a third bloc, like a wedge bet
ween the two blocs, so that we may 
preserve the peace of the world and 
the happiness of humanity.

Mr. Chairman: Shri Thanu Pillai.

Shri Sarangadhar Das: Are not those 
who have moved amendments, to be 
called?

Mr. Cliairman: The hon. Member 
knows the practice in the House.  It 
is not necessary that the Mover of 

every amendment  should  be called 
upon to make a speech.

Shri Sarangadhar Das: What is the 
use of moving amendments?

Mr. Chairman:  The amendments
have  already  been moved.  Shri 
Thanu Pillai.



3645 Motion rcl iS DECEMBER 1053 International Situation 304̂

Shri  Thanu PUIal  (Tirunelveli): 
Mr. Chairman Six.  when we speak 

about foreign affairs, often the jibe is 
thrown at us about Commonwealth 

relations. Today, in spite of the frank 
and free speech of the hon.  Prime 
Minister, reviewing our responsibilities 
in  the  international  situation in 

Korea, the trends in colonialism, and 
the Pak.-U.S.A.  military  alliance, 

which is of immediate interest to us, 
I wonder how a discordant note can 
come from any hon. Member of  the 
Opposition.

The hon. Member Dr. N. B. Khare 
in his usual manner, opposed Govern
ment, and ultimately called upon the 
Congress to come to them, just as 
Shiva went to Mohini for his defence, 
in the story.  This occasion is  being 
made use of by hon. Members for an
other purpose as well.  Somy  hon. 
Members observed why is the Con
gress so much exercised and making 
such a big propaganda, and talking to 
people, and agitating the issue. They 
are perhaps sorry that they are  not 
given the opportunity to make use of 
this situation for throwing some more 
stones at the Embassies of America or 
Pakistan.  Here is an instance of how 
Government  will act  in times of 
emergency.  When we feel that there 
is something which the people should 
be told, and on which popular opinion 
should be mobilised, our Government 
will not lag behind to do the  right 
thing "at the right time, and tell  the 
people what they should do, how to 
express the national opinion to back 
the Government.  When that is  the 
case, where is the reason for some
body to criticise that this Congress is 
Exercised, that it is just disturbed in 
mind?  If anybody is the least dis
turbed, it is the Congressman.  It  is 
he who has fought the battle against 
the British imperialists, and he knows 
how to stop further imperialism, either 
of the hammer and sickle variety or 
of the  stars and  stripes  variety. 
Whichever variety might come, we will 
resist it and we know the art of doing 
it. As such, we are not taking up this 
issue today because we are disturbed 
or agitated or afraid, but it is time

that we make others feel what they 

are doing.

Sir, if you think of the American 
relationship with us in the pre-war 
days, every American who come  to 
India spoke to the Indian, eulogised 
him, praised him for his move of inde
pendence and compared his country’s 
independence  with that of  India. 

Those people who  boycotted British 
goods, people who boycotted Britain, 
developed their liking for something 
American, thinking  that they w«re 
our friends.  Now today, it is to the 
interest of America that we have to 
tell them, that though they might do 
things thinking of, and looking at, 
Hussia, and Pakistan might receive 
arms looking at  India or that Goa 
might receive arms looking at India 
or that Pondicherry might get arms 
looking at India, they are arming the 
very people who in times of a con
flagration will be the first to fall and 
be a prey to an onslaught from any 
source. If at all America should have 
done anything, they should have seen 
to it and tried to understand how un
armed India is trying to defend her
self.  Our philosophy, our theory and 
our approach, is not understandable to 
them. I say this that though we might 
do propaganda, tell the people,  and 
the people might record their resent
ment, it is not  out of hatred  for 
America or for any country or even 
Pakistan—whom we like so much and 
whom our people love so much; they 
were our brothers till yesterday, and 
will continue to be our brothers—but 
all the same, when they do a wrong 
thing, it is our duty to tell them: “You 
are  going  wrong  in a  particular 
fashion**.

Sir, in all the  important aflfairs, 
though I know our Prime Minister has 
got a personal interest in matters per
taining to Indians overseas, I wish to 
record my say in the matter, because 
it has been forgotten by most of my 
colleagues, and friends on the other 
side also.  As  much as our Prime 
Minister was angry at the racial dis
crimination shown by a European to 
the Asiatic, to the coloured people, we 
are equally angry when Asians show 
that colour  prejudice or imperialist
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prejudice or  whatever type of pre

judice or ill-treatment to our people. 

We are as much angry, whether it be 
from an Asiatic or a European, ir
respective of their colour or creed or 
race. Our people in the past 200 years 
of British imperialism have been re
cruited as labourers to develop  the 

many countries that fell prostrate be

fore them. They  have  be‘=‘«*‘% 
permanent  population  of  tbose 

countries, from Africa to Fiji. Ev -̂ 
where our people are being treated u 

chattel and cattle.  Are we going to 

tolerate that?

Sir, we talk of Asian friendship and 
an Asian Prime Ministers’ conference. 
Wefl  and good.  Are we going to 
simply talk about American aid  or 
Britirix  imperialism and leave alone 
our people to be  treated as others 
please?  For instance, take ovi very 
good friends and neighbours—Ceyl<m. 

Oux kith and kin, some of our P“ Dl«* 
have been domiciled and settled tiiwe 
aometime or other.  Now the earlier 
seitiers, the Soihalese, are driving out 
the late  settlers, th* South Indian 
TamUs who are  labourers in  the
estates. Sir, t h e y  gave some assurance,

gave undertakings to our peopte 

when they took tt«m, and then with 
independence, aU those undertak̂
have been washed off. They say; We
have  become  mdependent*.  Very 

well. W« need not make Ceylon agw 

to some undertakings “**
British  Government; nor should we 
agcee to some undertakings which our 
British masters might have given m 

those times.

As. independent nations, what is our 

stand?  O'lr stand has been, and very 
rightty so, that people who have been 
domiciled there, though they are of 

origin are no longer Indians 

and they ai« Ceylonese. But 
bility cannot and shall not rest with 
that  At least when those people are 
not given their due rights, we should 
record  our  emphatic  protest  as 
strongly as we can record our protest 
in Korea or Be<*u«i«land or  som 
other African territory.  It cannot be

less forcible.  I say this on the eve 
of the proposed meeting between the 
two Prime Ministers.  I wish that it 

should come to a  happy conclusion. 
But, Already, our Govetnftieht, I iiiti 
afraid, Sir, have giveti in too much 
and considerably more than what they 
ought to. No further inroads than the 
so far conceded  positions will  be 
desirable or favourable or good for our 
people 6t reasonable or just.

Sir, they have passed some citizen
ship Act, under which, out of 9i lakhs 
of our people there 8J lakhs have to 
become citizens of Geylon and 1 lakh 
of people to be left out as Indians. 
They are our people and we will have 
to deal with those 1 lakh people as 
we are dealing with our nationals in 
other countrieB.  The 850,000 people 
are the people who could not come to 
India  because  they are no more 
Indians.  We have introduced a pass
port system by which any person who 
is neither an Indian rtor a Ceylohese, 
who does not possess the passport can
not come here. These persons will be 
stateless and voteless population  in 
that country.  It is not to the interest 
of that country either or to the credit 
of> our nation that 8) lakhs of people 
who  have gone  there, who have 
brought beautiful gardens out of the 
wilderness of that country, should be 
allowed to be treated' in a fashion that 
Malan  would  not  treat  Indians in 
South Afrtca, or something yrovsfi than 

that.

Sir, I will take only one minute.  I 
will only give you an instance of an 
Indian who has been born in Ceylon 
but, who, under the present law  c# 
registration has not been able to secure 
citizenship right. It is the case of one 
Mr. Thomas whose  application  for 
Ceylon  citizenship has been turned 
down by the Commissioner for the Re
gistration of  Indian and  Pakistan 
residents, on the ground that he had 
remitted  money to  India on two 
occasions and that he was a temporary 
resident.  The point emphasised by 
the Chief Justice was that  Thomas 
was born in  Ceylon,  educated in
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Ceylon, except for two years in India, 
has married in Ceylon and his first 
son was born in Ceylon; his parents 
too were born in Ceylon.  This is an 

instance of how a peirson  who  was 
born there, whose parents were born 
there, whose children are born there 
and who is a permanent resident there 
is being denied the rîjhts of citizen
ship by the Executive authority and 
the Court is not able to give him re
lief.  The High  Commissioner for 
Ceylon in India and some Members 
of Parliament in Ceylon have  been 
saying that we are doing mischievous 
propaganda when we say that injustice 
is being done.  Sir, a Kandyan dele
gation was  proposing to come here. 

They said not more than 50̂000 people 
of Indian origin should be admitted as 
Ceylonese.  They do not want justice 
to be done. Here, we do not want in
justice to be done.  That is all  the 
difference between the Members  of 
Parliament here and the Members of 
Parliament of that country.  We have 
great confidence in our Prime Minis
ter.

One minute Sir.

I have only to say that if the Indian 
population is left like that, it will be 
to the good of the bad elements and 
saboteurs of that country.  The vote- 

less and the statusless would be fine 
material for any unlawful unheaval in 
that country.  In the  interests of 
Ceylon they should be treated  as 
citizens. In the interests of our honour 
and prestige,  I say,  this  question 
should be settled in a very honourable 
and dignified manner. We should not 
yield to any sort of pressure or even 
pleadings from the other party and we 
should not give in more than what is 
due and necessary.

5̂  fin (

^.......

Shri P. N. RajabhoJ: Sir, I may be 
allowed to speak on this.

Mr» Cha(irinAii: This  persistance in 
standing after another Member  has 
been called, I do  not  understand. 
Everybody is anxious to speak on thî 
subject.

Shri P. N. RaJabhoJ: I come from a
minority community.

Mr. Ckairmu: Therefore, you should 
be  allowed to  speak on every Bill, 
resolution or motion?  This insistence 
is not fair.

Now, I would  request the  hon. 

Member,  Seth  Govind  Das  to  be 
brief.

W m mx  ̂  % sirnr wnm j 

fv % 3WT

wteT *»T »rr<T»r  ftmr m  i

Mr, Chairman: I would request the 
hon. Member to be brief, as there are 

many hon. Members who are anxious 
to speak.

 ̂ a  !T«1 T  »i

afr 5T apT*rr irorw griftiRr 

%  sTiif ̂ aiî f«T frarrr ̂ aftr % 

aftr % ̂   f

^

% ^ ^

Pfnfr ftr wrf%  ̂^ ifTVlTT ?JHÎ ^

*f  finr 5T»H %   ̂?<nf<T?r

T’snr ^

'Titwrrf  Pr aritfcrr sflr  ̂  ^

 ̂  I 3TT?̂  TW ^ 4. ^

%  ̂  5̂ ’ft  if)'

VT   ̂I  *rrr w fvFr ̂   srt 

t rr̂ JWR %• TOR  3ftt

 ̂I apft  ̂  firaiT'

wpft  VT  f*rT
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sTTff ̂    ̂ ^

fft ’TTtW  ̂ PfnTT t '

jnf’Ttfw ’̂fTertftpar̂ finr 

?̂r % ^   ’ifr !nnft

Vf *ft% ift ̂fmpTT «m wt  I

#5TT % m’RTamft  % #?tt «ft *fWr̂

# »ft w firriT #■ fw T̂?f  f 

^5T anft ̂  ̂  ̂

I arrsr 7T ̂'sft ̂
vr irm jsrr ̂  ^

 ̂arrar ̂ i ’5'**̂ ̂

îrrft *%fw iftfff % ?n?F«T # 'frp 

fT§r’ fum «rr ̂3wt»T %iit «rr i »f‘ jt??
>̂̂*TT ’®TT̂'TT  fv  Wfi’ ̂ Vrd"

 ̂  tt ?ft fre  sî,

f̂ipsT nr ?rrRTfKt ffinrsr vr 
 ̂  aWJT   ̂  f[T!W f I 

jnr̂ m?#3rrsr3ftT?*r%<n̂ «ft 

anŵ 'it ?TRr ff 5 i 

ffftsT *|̂Taff # ar̂fr̂ JT ifwft- 

%̂>T I

IT?  ̂  fr anrfŵ  ^

 ̂ arT̂Tr 'Kf?? *rnHT r̂rf|̂ i

if  ajirf̂  mr <rr 1 ar*rf̂ r ̂  «ftfV 

 ̂  ’ftfir   ̂ 4 'rfrN̂ r 5 1 aAfŷrr 

n>t *fH%' ?rrf% ̂  ̂’TrPTcT   ̂irĵr 

yc  sTiflf 5Tf T  ̂|,  whm: 

P? nft  ?T5r *TR̂ ̂  ̂ JTTT  jj 

f̂  ar¥  ̂W Vtf f^T ir̂riT ̂ T ?wft- 

r<frrw?*T  t ' snn: aiMr̂  ̂fr

^̂'ftfr’Tfestr   ̂  »TPTT STRTT f

ffr fuT ̂  «ift sfrRr  >fr  f?r9f<T»T 

 ̂ Prî Prr vx̂  =̂ Tf̂  I îf' f̂(ii 

3Rh: f«r̂ f srjflf  art ^

arirf̂  ̂    ̂ I «n(t  ^

^ I j?'' sft  %  !̂fTr '«TT̂ ■

f*p  JT̂TR ̂  iftfir ̂  >iTCT frrif̂ 

>ft arJrf̂r aiVc   ̂ % 

ftr̂ar  vt   ̂1

jftfir % M   ^ ' 

'̂<'11 r̂f̂  ̂  if*r   ̂  ^

fsm  «f̂  ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂  aftr ^

% tnr̂r ̂ ji?  fwr, ̂ttot #

»T̂ ̂fJJT I  T 3''T ̂ f̂ %TT  T̂̂TT

f % JTfir Ttf f5m«T ̂  ̂r  ?ft 

gyvt «iirt*i 5l»iT Pp 

%   ̂?*T 5ift f 9 ̂   <? «r?

f® f»T̂  «PT ITJT?*T %Jrr i I

% *1̂ VT  'iqihIcA

?|̂  >WTTrft i, 4 >ft  W

f5rd*ft snflf, 4‘ >fr ̂  TT  'WTRfr jj, 

3R ̂  ̂ JT TT   ̂Tt ̂Tfr

 ̂  f ftf  jfrarW f® ;n̂ f, 

 ̂ 3tT>r *T̂ 51? ^ vhm̂'

?»r?r  ? sftt  f»T̂ amr itf  t

5ft ̂ arn̂t  ’T>t*TT ̂ rr̂  5 ̂
Ptwtw THT  ? I  Jl? ̂ RT >̂T?n 

f ftr  3fr f0 ̂   t ̂  ’TTOT 

«(§tf arî ̂  VK. vT*r ̂ >r 5

r̂miiT̂t <51 5mr apir  %

fir̂iT ̂  Jjff  afk  <̂ft

5 I ftT5T F»T5T TT3|#RT̂r Wff %

^ wr f3 ̂  ̂ <ft ?r̂ f 

*̂f t̂ VT VT̂ VT  ?

IT 5T 'T?̂ Tft   ̂ *P5T *rr  aft?: ̂
PsT »T? <t?tT4T '̂r?̂rr jr Pr f>m 

7T3r4%̂f ̂  % ?trf f(j »f)-, ftnr fw 

jq ̂ >, ar#̂r  -̂ft

f Pp   ̂  ¥T  in:
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JT?  finfJT t Tt

^  *RT  frr»T TT  C < 

wf f, JT?  ww

if 5f̂ anm I  STIfTT ̂ fflT̂
f!nrt«r *Pt  iftar̂  i,  tisct̂  frr

fir  ̂ ?pR %  3T#S|r  ^

i \ ?ft irtŷ rw»¥qi{»î 3iTffr f'Pf»T«r 

Pra  % T!5% jt?  artt F»r?r ftro
iRfir ̂  T<!r̂ f IT >ft 3ft wrt  f  % 

ĵ  if' vn̂ iTff  (jv ?rnT  wf
sr  t 4 «ift «fV  ^

?> 'sftsr ̂ HTff̂rr g‘  ‘̂T h-t fiT'-?

 ̂ >̂nT  ?TT%  I

JT̂t <T̂ 'Tfe-r aft  IT?  «rr 

iff #r  jft% %  ?rf̂ toit

^ 5rnfr ̂   ^ ̂  ?T4T5t t»

 ̂  T(t f 3TR  3tT<f5!T4r

i, tTfT <̂ITT ^ 5T?̂,  fTO JT? 3ft 

aiirftVT aftr Tlf̂ WW  ̂ff«T*ftfff ?> 

T?r ?*,  ff<T̂, aftr rfVffTr 7#T«r«ff ip

^  I it<tF«5t 3ft ̂ firTfs 

f I P̂ĉr %  # 3ft-< ?!r f'̂X

ĵft % f<f nt ̂ ̂  'TfecT ̂  ̂ ??T %fTK 

f  Jwr̂rytfJT? I »w«T?3ft artfĉrrirtc 

qrfPferr̂T r̂ <î3ft wrftar  ̂ J[ 

 ̂?RT Pi%w ̂ ppft 

i I  ?nmt̂ %  ww arrft 

*ft̂  *pt 

ST3R *T̂ 3TRft, *T »f  Ttf

4H ■̂flT îrit  ̂I

arnr  qnmr ̂    ̂ft? ipt

5̂»?f«r<jTfftit5rjr<Tr Ĵirrfl-̂f̂nTT 

art ̂ nrar «tt i an̂ wt̂ T̂'T ¥t irr«if̂ 

JWT̂ i, ?r«rm 5̂ <n #, ̂[T5T ̂t Tfir̂it 

?r-P afrC ̂ 3̂ ?t 9f«nT erfr, afk  wtir- 

m n*iT̂ fwar̂'f w ?(T<rr Tttrir
665 P.SJ5.

t'*P 5«T Vtf M tr ift »TRT tfTtr  ?T̂ 

arr̂ I if 9flT*T  if ̂  îiT arnn

wt̂rtrrvt 

TW  vfff̂rr  jPnrr % 

vt ̂   ?Tft I, ff p"  ̂  smr 

F̂fmr <?fT*TT STR̂ 5, {ft ̂  TTn̂ WR 

aflt 9(%FtTr %  ?rq?ft̂ % ̂T?P3J|? 

>ft f»nt ̂  ̂  atTTf̂ 3TPf 3rr̂ ?î 

?* I f«r 53̂r iTflr<T vt ̂  ̂ ft  Pp 

!Tirqr f*Tit Tfff H î3r «ft, ?r f ̂inr 

’T Ttf aftr ŝr <ft I  ?ir# 

fir w  % ^nrp nft »mft  ̂ ^

ftrawf «Tt -̂<7 ^ fIT5̂ ?̂r»!T 

fiffHT  ̂I

tfv ^   nfit  w   Tt 

aftr arf̂ P *T  «fT5 fiT 

4‘ #' ar̂rw

f̂r <̂Rrr irt ?t ^

T?T i I

Ĵ#r̂s!ff % ?rc«?!T if itrr ®r̂

5 fr amftvT  ffiw aft fo fft 

t,  5TT<r? w  fr̂r irr̂rr  »f'

r̂ift T57 f3tT I ^ arfwirt̂rOT JTR

w WTflr ̂  I', f̂%?r iftPTirr % aft 

ffirfsrrc fJTT  ̂5ir  aftt i[t 

53̂  inwiT 51̂ I fv ̂  qr  arftwrt- 
 ̂  «PT Ir »ft srft qft ^ T̂Pf̂ T̂ t 

f I  »wf7 <ff«riT  aniflTT  3ftt yff 

anftw  ̂IffT  ̂   rsf̂ « 3T{!IT 

It HB»wT  5fff

 ̂t ̂ if’ aik  ̂  amfNT  ̂

 ̂ f®  ̂T?r flTTt T̂«rT

anift̂ t̂  ftrŝft 5* I  <TT iTf 

WfS' fipT ̂  srariR’

 ̂?ff«PT ̂ 3f<Tr I Tfr 'TK f*F?r̂
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«i5t t, fiRPft vnsfhff ^ 3ffK 

T’lftr wWt ̂ ̂ artr ftRrff ’j® fsr̂rftnft 
^ 3rrr «jh ̂ ̂  armfr

*rrwn ̂  3rm»rr  ir?

I  f?w«i >T ?f«nr ani>t̂ arK 

 ̂ ai qft̂ T % 3T̂ «FI  'TT OTfWT

vx 4' armrr ?nriT ^

?r«FST »t' ftp  ^

ansn̂it «f?r w ?m % sTCTSfT ifr 5T|f
5 I #  »nn’ >11,  ^ 4

armft   ̂  g 1  ̂ 'tt ?%,

5̂0 5?Tw 5%?rnr  aftr  i?

*rr̂  I ^  % x%, ''<0 ?yrer 

#f WM *fI<fP<»n *PT  ^

5ft IT̂  f̂>nT 5T̂ It ?1%>IT f̂r
JTf ̂?5 *f' *m % SRTfT 5%?TR aitlitcr 
f̂t  sift aiTsmft ̂  ?PT TW 
fl"% I ?*T%  ’TTT «ff% 3fT̂, ̂flTT

 ̂n? <m TT H¥T ̂ 5twV <̂»rr 1

atnT ̂ 4’ ftTB   ̂ipf irr Pp gft 
pnxt  *ft% ?, ̂<ppr ̂ w 
<nr<#vx|r̂', sn’̂ f̂t'̂fl’FT̂ nrT̂fiTrrr 

5 3rtr irftw ̂ ̂ 3RT ̂ <srf t?rr ̂ 
'ftfff V vR®r

T̂ffTT jf  I <d  ̂ <PT ftlT T>H>1 3»̂T

ftpirr I I

Mr. Chairman: Shri Deshpande.
t
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Some Hon. Members: How long will 
the House sit, Sir?  It is now past six 
thirty.

Mr. Cliairman: If the House wishes 
to proceed with the debate, we may sit 
till seven: but 1 would be guided by 
the sense of the House.

Several Hon. Members: No, no, we
shall adjourn.

Mr. Chairman: If the House is not 
anxious, I am prepared to adjourn it. 
But it will be taken that the dis
cussion on the motion is finished and
I will call upon the hon. the Prime 
Minister to reply tomorrow.

Shri V. G. Deshpande: I was called.

Mr. Chairman: The House does not 
want to hear the hon. Member.  The 
House now stands adjourned till half 
past one tomorrow.

Tĥ House adjourned till Half Past 
One of  the  Clock on Thursday, the 
24th December 1953.




